DOCUMENT RpSUME

y . N

ED 236 552/ » ) Ccs 007 338

AUTHOR Romberg, Thomas a.; and Otherg

TITLE) Reading Instructjoen jin IGE ang Non-IGE Schools. ’
.- Report from the prOgyam on St dent DiverSity and

' - School Processen, Working Paj,r No. 318.

INSTITUTION® Wisconsin ‘Center fﬁr'EduCathn Research, Mad\ison.

SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Equcatiop (ED), washington) DC.

PUB DATE Fep 82 o . T :

GRANT ' NIE-G-81-0009 RN

NOTE " 158p. , ‘ o .

PUB TYPE Repor'ts - Research/Technical (143) --. RePorts -

-
-

Evaluative/Feasipility (142)

EDRS PRICE .

. MF01/PCO7 Plus PoStage.
DESCRIPTORS’

Classroom.Observatign TeChﬂ@ uy€S; Comparatijve
‘Analysis; ‘Elementaly Educatly,; Grade.2; Grade 5;
. ) *Instructiomal Materjals; *Py,gram Evaludtion;
o ‘ ~ *Reading InstructiOp; Readin ReSearCh;ukRéading
; Skills; Research MetpodologY; Student Needsg;
g _*Tepching Methods _ o
.IDENT1FIERS *In iViEUally Guideq Educatlqyy; *wisconsln pesign for
Reaﬁding’ Skill Development_ . . '

a
’

BBSTRACT ‘ ' A o
o As part of a‘'largert eValgatlgh of the Indiyidually
»Guided Egucation (IGE) system in WlgcOngin @) gmentary sChools, a
comparatjve study was conducted of tne effeCyjveness of reading
instruction and the Wisconsin_Deslgn for Reag;ng. skill Deyelopment
- (WDRSD) program in IGE and non-1lGgE gettings. gath on StUdgntS in’
grades five and two in 11 different sChoPls Y re collected from .
achievement monitoring tests, cla5Sroom obsepy2tions, .t€achers' logs,
and obServers' interviews with te2Chers and pyincipals. Analysis of {
-the data, which failed- to reveal 51gn1ficaﬂt, consistent patterns
across the 22 classrooms, indicated that WDRyp use and reported IGE
adoption were not good-indicatorg Of instruCyjonalvpatterns in
reading skills. Although second grage classrqygms emphasiZed word
attack skills, for ekample, fifth Qrzde ¢laSygooms.showed 1ittle -
__consistepnt emphasis on any objeqtives. ClasSygyoms at both gyade
levels revealed no linear relatlofShiP betvwegy time alloCated to
skill deyelopment and student needS, The lark of signifiCant findings
suggested that schools adopting sthe JGE Systyy or the WDRSp materials
may not zlways have reflected the Underlying Oncepts gulding the
developers of the programs or matetials, (MM) ®

************************************#****iﬁ*‘;********************i****

* ‘Reproductions Supplfed by ED?S aTe the L5t that cal pe made *

*. ) from the oyigipal docCuynt, *

**************i******************************************************** N
- ‘ N, Y ./

~




? 3
oY

Tl

79}

O

M\

od

=,
ol

<

r
o7

S
i\/

Q] 552

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

oy

. .
o . U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
\\ , . . NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION-
) § " EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES {NFORMATION
\ CENTER (ERIC)
. . ,.‘i)< This ddtument has Yoen reproduced as
\

teceived from the PC1Son or Organization
4 ariginating 1t .

\' ¢ Minor changes have Deen,made to improve
'umoducrk‘)n quality.

. . . . Pmnt; of we»;v 0’, op‘;’nim\.s Qmmd n Vlhué doc;l
. . N Megnt do not m:cessurily fepresent offici) NJE
Workin g. Paper No . 318 ' position or policy, :
[N ) /(
e -
. \ y
READING INSTRUCTION IN yGE AND NON-IGER SCHOOLS -
R N o )

\

\

by | - ~

- i - " ?
Thomas A. Romperg, Deborah M. sgewart, Norman y. Webb,
Apn€ G- Nerepnz, Mary Pulliam, znd Dinesh Sriyvgstavg
: ) \ .
' i . \ ' ' N i
A
voE .
Report ffom,the Program 6n . . J
. Student Djversity ayg School ﬁrocessés
\ ,
. z -
. , ;
) : \
»
. (‘ L}
N _ v \ .
Wisconsin Center for Education Regearch . ’
The Universyyy of Wisconsin s
h Madisoy, Wisconsin - ‘ ' i
, »
= - Febrygry 1982
N v
o '
< - . =~
: 2 -



»
>

ot
A

A
£
«
A
l
,
[ [} a é
' ()
= . K ;
'
. ‘4 !
& - - - "
LY
} . — . (7
t \ >
” v
s C
[3 - , .
4
S .
I
! J \ 4
«
I )
‘ ( W
. 3
“
: ¢
. . - t - L 4 -
!
y
] ' '
I
i * »
o )y . - ‘
~ N r—
¢
!

31:10“

~ . . . i X
The research reported in this paper was funded by the Wisconsin Center for Education
Merarch which is supported-in part by a grant from the National Institute of *Educ
: The® opinions” expressed in this paper do not necessaril

"(Grant No. NIE-G-81-0009)- :
. vaf'lect the position, Féicy' or endorsement or the National Institute of Education.
T ° ' void
-,
\) ) | ’ 3 o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Qo

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

WiScms_i@ Center for Education Research

t_?'

P

.

-

- MISSION STATEMENT

I3
= .

1

The mission of the Wisconsin Center for Education Research
is to understand, and to helpleducators deal with,, diversity
among students. = The Center ,pursues ifs missign1§& conducting
and synthesizing research, developing strategies and materials,
and digseminating knowledge bearing upon the.edpcation of
indi\Viduals-and diverse groups of stuflents in elementary and
secondary schools. pSpecifically, twé Center investigates
a diversity as a basicrfact ~£f human nature, through

stugies of learning and dr/elopment
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the report summarizes the data from ancémparative study of Grades 2 and 5
reading inetruction:and the use of the WisconsinlDeéign for ﬁeading Skill ., %
Development (WDRSD) in IGE and non—IGE settlngs. These'results are part

of a flve—phase eva%uatlon of the IGE system of elementary sch oling. Ude

- ~
<o

P \“x
- of the wﬁRSD and reported adoption of IGEﬂwere not found to be

od indica-
- ' \

tors, of?;nstructlonal patterns in- readlng skills. . At Grade 2, the instruc-

-tional emphasis was on word attack_skillg; at Grade.S,ithere‘waSj o pattern
Ay ° 3 . . . . . ;
) r‘ adrossuschools._ Althougq a lower limit on allocated time is meeded to in-

(83

crease achievement on any objective, the relationship betweén allocated time
. . \y . . ° - i .
K and achievement is not linear. : '

Lo S

\
-
.

f'd'

T
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- c Introduction to the Study

. o /,”';‘1 ‘ ' .,
. c . { / I ‘\L . .
“This paper reports the results from one of two comparad\ze studies

., which wgre a part of Phase IV of the Individually Guided Education (IGE).
. EvaluationgroJect. pPhase IV was.one. of five related phases comprising
~ / . .

an extensive evaluation of\IGE. This report summarizes the data fromea

—

comparative study of reading instruction;and the use of -the Wisconsin‘

~
.

Design for ReadinérSkill Development (WDRSD) in IGE and non—IGE settings.

' \
Thése re?ults should be seen\as a part of a larger evaluation of the

~ : . .

‘WI(L system of ‘elementary schoolhng/ y -

! 7. - s
. J . - : . -

An Overview of the Evaluation Project

; : . P 3 Y \ .‘ ' N < N ' . .
‘Through the cbmbiged-efforts of the Wisconsin Research and Development
‘ . ‘ I . -
Center for, Individualized Schodling,'qhe University of{Wisconsin IGE
Teacher, Educaﬁion.Project the Kettering Foundation (I/D/E/A),'and;IGE

P y
‘”‘ coordinators int 25 states, more than 2 OOO elementary schools have adopted

jod .
a system called Individually Guided Education. ’ . . .
The purpose of the IGE Evaluation PrOJectk which began in 1976, was
» N s ) . \ . . ) . ‘ ) [ ~ ':i:y
twofold. 'Firsﬁ,_we intended to evaluate IGE to ‘gain agpore ‘comprehensive

. A \ D
t g :
Viea of the system s operation and effectiveness. Second, we hoped ti>
¢ )-:
1denLify which features contribute most td the succeSs of reuding and

[

‘mathematics instruction as a result of a)reform/change model, and to use

¢ . :
* the ¥indings to study larger theoretical issues about instructional vari-
- . Lt : -

ablés, cug?iculum planning, school changeﬂ and so forth,

| ¥

fod




- < ) - . ' . S ] Lo

~ G
lho work of LhQ/pYOJCLt wiag sepdrated 1nto five phases. Phase

- - -

~ G . . S
Wil gJihrgc zamplcvstudy whlch provrded basic 1n£ormatlon about IGE . o
> . swhooling,  Cerrain features Of _TGF schooling were reputed]y crucial - )
. ' o - .
" " ’& N ’ . . ) - ’ ’ . .
" ! Lo, IGE* success, and the purpose of -Phase T was to .examine the extent‘\\

N ~ . .
’ -

to which Lhose features had been implemented in IGE schools and to assess

N

L the O!LCCtheneSS of that 1mplementat10n; yIpformation was obtalned from

<, ) ' ' ' : :
Q SN thd stafts of’ approx1mately 15) lGh schools u51ng qelt—report surveys \
T ' .o N . oo
sand " frnom students usirtg standard paper—and penc1l 1nstruments.' ;he data

wcre Jnt%nded to. prov1de a functlonal understanding of IGE features, pro—

tesses,) and outcomes by relat1ng a broad scope of varfables in an 1nter— ”
protatlve manner (Price, Romberg, & Ilnlckl, 1981) . . e

Phase Il'verifred and. extended the self%report data gathered in
Phase I to include more fully the rangE of variables that. determine
¢ _ an C
the process of schooling (Ironside & Conaway, 1979).

-

v - Phase 111 focused on the social meaning which emerges as ICR is | "N
implemented on a day-to-day basis. The problem of iindergtanddng the
meutt of ‘cducational reform can be approabhed by vicwing schools as’
. ' R .
social institutions whose characteristics shape and are shaped by thev
behaviors of their nembers. This focus allows us to think of a sclool
L - 4 . / ' ! \-.

as W complex social arrangement consistingtof\undgrlying\pattergé of .
]

<

. ~

" - conduct which channel thought .andfaction within, that setting (Popkewitz, .

L -

'
4 B

Tabachnick, &'wehlage, in press). )

N - " . . . .
o— . . .
- : ‘.

Phase [V was designed to examine how effectively the three CUFIlCU]er
programs (prwrcmlin-g, roading, and mathematics) doveloptd I'(—n'nl(ii". mect
thdlr oﬁjectivcs and to inv;%?igate.the rélatjohship of LnStructioaal_
time and means of'lnstructron ‘to pupil outco &§- ‘ I :

“ N T .

.
- s

O
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Finally,'the gdal of Phase V is to synthesize the results®of
Phases I through IV and to éddreés the significant issues in contem-

~

porary schooliﬁg raised by the:projéct as a whole, ihus, each phase.
of the eyalua;ion was designed to qompy?meqt aQQ strengthen the ;
validity of the data géthgfed by tﬁe previoug plases. For example,

* data ‘on means of inspruction, gathered b, the large-sample study of

Phase 1, were examined in somewhat greater depth in fewer schools By

the Phase II studies. Phase III's analysis developed'a view of

A

instruction from a different pefspective. Phase IV explores means of

IS

instruction im reading and mathematics. Phase V was designed to integrate
and jnterpret: the data from all the preceding- phases into a series of

statéments of the project's implications for educational issues.,
> proj p v

s

» “ _ )
“Individually Guided Education

& ] -~

IGE is a gomple& system based on theoretic and pragmatic ideas
about'schOOling,“childrenfs 1earnTng) and the professional roles of

-

school staffs (Kiauéme%er, 1977). ‘This system has seven components:

B

1. Multiunit organization

2. Instructional programming for the indivi&ual student

. o - 3. A$sessm§nt and evaluation for educational decision making
- - 4. Curricular and'instructional materials and activitiesrfor

.- ) each child's instructional program

. . iy A
5. Home-school-community relations program
. -

. sy R o '
6. Facilitative environments’ for professional growth, and
. - [

- .

7. Continuing research #nd development for system,improvement . i

O
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To relate these seven components; a descriptdve framework was;y
. . N § - ¥ . .
developgd—<that cdhsiders outcomes qf IGﬁ\a% a function.cf both instruc-

\
»

' tionalk eans and the’ degree of 1mplementat10n {Rombery -97() Four
types of variableq\were identified to guide the eyaluaticn of éGE E
pupil and steff outcomes,)ﬁeans of instruction, supgorﬁ systems, and .
pupil and staff backgroend. Figure 1 shows how the feur gyees of

variables were reP&tedr *

Y - Ry
1Y -

. 1, Pupll and staff outcomes, and the extent to- whlch th?se

1 [

outcomes have been attained, hould be the 1n1t1a1 ba51s of an IGE .
evaluation. Both pupil and stzff outcomes are illustrated in Figure 1
. . I

as being multivariate and multilevel. .In this study a set of curriculum-

specific pupil achievement scores in reading was used.

. .

. y 2. The inétrqctional means of formal schooling must be a second
~— ) ) T

basis for an evaluation of IGE, It has been fashionable in evaluation

i

. ! ' .
- circles td concentrate on ends or outcomes and to, igriore the means by

which they arejgteached. Reform movements, such as IGE, invariably
attack the properties of means. To this extent judging the value of
* 4
the means is as important as assessing outcomes.
- .
o » ¥ . . » . . 1]

The means of instruction considered in the evaluation project were
separated into three sets. of activities based upon the operating char-
ucteriggics of IGE schools:”™ staff activities of#the Instructional

| / . '
Improvement Committee (11C) aeﬂ the Instruction and Research Units

[ o ’ . )
(Iiﬁgg Units),lactivities'of ﬁhe_staff teacher both in curficulum

- i . B
— .
- -

management and pupil interactions, and ‘activitijes of pupils related to

~ Egading and mathematics instruction,

O
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TYPE OF VARIABLE

" Means of Instruction

Qutcomes

Self-

Direction

Cognitive
Skills

|
I
|
Achievem@nt . Ij
|
I
|
l

Reading/Math | |

hl

.
v v LB Gan e T R y— e W

* Values

Attitudes

Knowledge

of 16K
Principles

[}

", Support System Background
¥ ' '
' ‘ } A "‘
‘ ! Continued,ﬁ.‘d,.| '
:"iﬁ | Home-School | )
‘ felations |
| 1 [Faciittative. F | \
L Environments | | | | . pupi]
[l [ *.|" Background [
| — 1
| o
e J - '
AT
; ¢ PRS | i v
. | Pupil
| e f‘ Aetivities
y [wom ||
| — N
! l *
AN t
| ' l |— ———————— 1
R | 10 l
R || dettvities :
| | yrarra T N AR
| | . by Aotivities | I -]| |
Eialuation | | P | | B | Teacher Curri« ;
| . %1 r-l———-M Jeulum ManagementLT‘
I 9 11 ¥ T {Peacher/unt)
. p | - Interactive 'l _
~ﬁJ s | | | mettvtstes )
| — Sttt BRI 8 L
: | L
| — % | j
| O . o, TTTTTTTTT
. i} i
r”*__—*“—f] Staflf
Rackground
| Tk otall | e .
[ Development ] ' §
* Teacher = v ‘ A
Mraining | | | ’
| . | | .
| - |
: I Flgute 1. Framework for an IGE evaluation (Rohberg;Al976).
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3. - Both pupil and staff backgrounds‘are shd@n as inffﬁenciqg means

gf instruction and outcomes. Also, staff background is in turn influenced

‘
’

by training ¥n the support systems. .For pﬁpil background both initial ,

' achievement and deﬁdﬁr phic data were .collected.

i b _Thé’déérpé aijd manner in which support systems of IGE have
7 =

been dncorporated aﬁd}ﬂeveloped in a school must be judged. The seven

component s of IGE have levdlved as practical ways of supp%’ting new

instrugtional mcthods,gwhich in turn produce desired pupil and staff

'

T . v . .
outcomes. It can be argued that the efficiency of an IGE school de-
. <
pends upon the components implemented and the manner: in which they are
- 0 A

-

“operating.

x
’

The support systems for an IGE learning environment were separated
l _ . . ‘ NP
¢+ Tinto lour categories as indicated in Figure 1, The second category,
curricular materials compatible with instructional programniing and

-
.

evaluation (IGE Component 4), is shown by identifying the three major

curricular products developed for IGE, the Wisconsin Design'fof Reading

' ' : .
Skill Development (WDRSD) (Otto, 1977), Developing Mathematical Processes

(DMP) (Romberg, 1977), and the Pré—Readipg“Skills Prog;aﬁ {fRS)
(Venezky & Pitfelmgn, 1977). The funcgional relationships ill@strated
in Figure 1 convey the folléwiné'premises: (a) the degree to which
: ;

IGF. support systems have b%§n implemented, together with'pup%} and
staff backgrounds, directl;;influcnees the.means of instruction in
an 161 school; and (b)<thé means of instrucfion, aloné‘with pupil and
;lnfr hnckﬁ}ounds, account for pdpil and'staff/putcomcs.'

! A]théggh much has bq?nvwrittcn about the cqncéptual background

«
-~ -

ol 1CE, no comprehensive picture now shows how IGE has been implemented

-

C . 1}?

’

- . !
1

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



£

£ < . Rl ,
in elementary schools. Thus, the IGE Evaluation Project was designed

o S . 2 . | ' i :

5- o gain a more comprehens’ive view of the system's operation and

&
effectivenefs. The desired outcome is to identify which features

contribute most to the success of reading skills and mathematical

instruction as a result of indivigualized schooling.
- : 1
“\' A\,
TR

ey

Overview of Phase IV

- \\Ihe intent of Phase IV was to describe in coﬂsiderable detail the
, ‘ \ T
actual operating characteristics of a sample of scho?ls which were
4 ]

using.curricﬁlum materials designed to be compatible with IGE.f Phasé IV
\ I3 B . B

-
-

. was riiifigted to the investigation of three groups of variables--pupil
outcomes, instructibnal time, and means of instruction--in IGE and ' ¥
non-1GE sg&i}ngs in which the Center's curriculum prograﬁs as well as

alterhative curriculum materials were being used. J%upil attainment
) / nen
of program objectives is the main variable. The other two variables,
- 4 Pl
LT i
instructional time and means of instruction, are essential in explaining

- and ﬁnderéﬁanding how the programs work and how objectives. are attained.

These two variables are .also important from a practical p%gnt of view

because they can be manipulated—by teachers. Describing the use of

»

each program in terms of alloc?ted time, engaged time, and instructiondl

activities provides concrete factors that teachers can work with (Webb &

Romberg, 1979). - ' o £
' v - Pl . ‘
In addition, instructional time was included because of recent \
studies and réyiews that stress its imbortanﬁe and its relationship to
: ) ,‘:‘ . * - .
pupil outcomes (Harnischfeger & Wiley, 1975; RoSenshine, 1977; McDonald

& Elias, 1976; Fiz?er et al., 1975)." As, Harnischfeger and Wiley state,

N . ‘
AN g ' )/

Q 1 8
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"All fnfluences anpupil achievement must be mediated through a pupil’s

active und passive pursuit' (1975, p. 15)% Certainly, . there is enough

*

. it . . . . . - s
cvidence to suggest bhgt:lnstructlonal time is an important meagure of

pupil pursuits. Its use as a variable in Phase IV, then, had two

purposcs. First, the amount of time during which students are actively
: ‘ o\ .
cngaged in learning when 'using one of the three programs is a means‘of
- . ]
LY -

describing how the pfograms are being used: The assumption is that the
S - , T

. \

programs  should maximize student engagement by attending to the indi-

5 . -
v ‘- ) . e -

vidual's neceds. Second, Phase IV provided an excellent opportunity.
A - \ Bl [3

to study in more detail the relationship of pupil outcomes to 1nstrucj\
T

“tiopal time, .

I

=

sumnary, the primary purposes of Phase 1V were:- Y

| to determine the degree to which WDRSD and DMP meet their /
s coals of hnv1ng qtudents master specified ob]eclees and T
qkllls' /f o ‘ o N .

\x
2. to determine how time is allocated for instruction .in .
o lmplementxnb WDRSD and DMP : / . _ .

3. to relate 1nstructlonal time to the means of 1nstrhctlon
and maqtery of content for WDRSD and DMP, and ’ i

4. for each currlculum program, WDRSD and DMP, to contrast two
situations-=1GE schools using the program w1Lh non—ICI
schools using the program and [GE schools using the program
with [CE scheuls using alte rnatlve programs—-on the varlables
of pupil nuLgomcs, 1nstruct10ua¥,t1me, and means of 1nstnuc—
tlon

Five studies were conducted aé part of\Phase LV, three descgiptive o /
' . : . ’
studies and two comparative studies. The\d;scripﬁive studies were
st b qnmplc.studies dcéigﬁed to,descpibo how the curriculum pfbgrams. '
DMP, WLRSD, and-PRS were being used in ICE‘schools.' The studies v -re N

. ‘\ )
conducted during the winter and spring of 1978 at twp NGE schiv v s

s

-

O

ERIC
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. o o
.using DMP (Webb Neredzﬁ Redberg, & Stewart, 1980), two IGE schools
using WDRSD (Nerenz, Webb, Romberg, & Stewart 1980), and'three7IGE
4schools using PRS (%;ewart Nerenz, Webb, & Romberg, 1980) ‘The two

comparatlve studies also focused on the use of WDRSD and DMP in IGE

settings. This repﬁf?’is'od the use of WDRSD; «

) by
' . ) B \7 * ) :

Model for Phase IV J
l

As tructural model for predicting student achlevement was develoged

7 -

for-Phase I (Price; Janicki, Howard, Stewart, Buchanan, & Romberg, 1928)

»

from the three premises on which IGE is based.

1. Certain organizational features make it more likely that
certain desirable instructional practlces will occur. These
organizational features also make it more likely that the
staff will be satisfied with their jobs.

2. The use of certain curriculum materials and associated
systems of information collection and ‘record keeping makes
it more likely that certain desirable instructional practices
> will occur. n _ N

3, Those instructional practices which are deemed desirable in .

AN . IGE make high student achievement more likely. They also’
\ make it more likely that des1rable ‘changes in other student
/ -characterlstlcs, such as self—perception and locus of contrQl

will occur.

A\ ]
Phase IV was designed to provide more detail on the last two premises

’
posed in Phase I, with specific.attention paid to means of instruction

\ and curricilum-related student achievement, while providing suffigient

\background information that each school in the smaller Phase IV sample =
$

might be related on several significant .dimensions to the findings of

’
°

the larger Phase I sample. Thus, some information was eolfected on
five df~the six school-wide variables used in. Phase I--General Implement-
. L ' . ! 4

atidn of the Instructional Prdgramming Model (IPM), Intraorganizatignal

-
)
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‘The WDRSD Program

g . RN . o B ,
structure (108), Procedures Fostering Coordination and Improvement of

«

the School Pr&gram (COS), Interorganizational Relatfons ?IOR), and
, N . . . N .

" .
~-

General Staff Background (CSB). -In ‘Phase IV the prdgram use var

~

’_Cu%riculum lmplementat ion™and Prograd Customizing~-included the kinds

LY ~ .
of intormation provided in the Phasé I curriculum-specific variables.
\ I-z [ - ) . ‘
More detailed information about classroom procedures and achiévement

&

outcomes was also co;lected in Phase IV, A mpdel;depicting.the Phase IV‘

5

varidbles and the anticipated relationships is shown in Figure Z,

T

\

Four groups 6t variablif are shown in Figure 2-—school’backg(bund,

curriculum program use, classroom activities, and pupil outcomes. As
stated above, the schood variables, which were assessed through. struc-

\ ,; ’ ) . N _ ’
tured interviews with school staff, provide a link between the Phase IV e

sample dnd the larger Phase I sample. Curriculum program use variables,

also measured through structured interviews, have a linking function to
: . ™
Phase I and provide a descriptive background for the measures of class-

room procedures.> These procedures were assessed. through logs maintained
: : =~ .

by teachers for selected students and through. bbservations in the class-
rooms; means of instruction and the use of instructional time are detailed

measures ol how programs are used in -classrooms andgrelate directly to

pupil attainment ol objectives. Pupilioutcomes were %pCCified in terms

3

ol stated objectﬁves of WDRSD and were assessed through achievement:-

monitoring procedures, . o

"In order to better understand the data gathering procedures used

in this study, a brief introduction to the Wisconsin Design for Reading

3 |

~ .

2
£
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Skill DCVLlOmenL (WDRSD) may be helpful. ) The'WDRSD is. an objeétT;e—
/ﬂanaased system that whs deVeloped to provlde both structure and substance )
for an elementar1 school reading program to be cqmpatiblé witq the com-
pongnts of IGE:'/The focus‘gs on developihg‘the essénti;} sdgskills of 7
- reading, which once ac&hired and apblied'énaﬁle s'tudents to read success-
fullyf 1t has four Eundamé;fal purposes: .
U)videntify and describe instructional objectives for the
skills which appeai essent ial for competenge in reading -
2 to assgéé individual pupils'* skill development status
3. to manage instruction of children wigh different skill l
.dovclop%ent nee%s, and/—’//// N .
4. to monitor each pupil's progress (Otto & Askov, 1974) _
- }ho NﬁRSD prov@dﬁgﬁq frnmew&rk'for—teaching reé&ing skills as :%e basis
. ) *
of 2 curricdlum in which individual differences in students' rate and ~
style of-Y%arning are accommodated. ?hig organization ef instruction
' - . 3

includes

o

"for instruction in each skill, and finally

LT, .
five major operations: e

identification of~a list of essential reading skills, with
consensual, historical, and/or*eﬁbirical support

. 4 -
statement of objectives spec1fy1ng the criterion behaviors
related to each skill
assessment ‘of children to determine who has or has not =
already mastered each skill
identification of appropriéte materials and activities

8, ) h T~
e ? . ¢ - -
cvaluation of Tcarnlng' / N
. . / L : . '

1based on these operatjons, the following matérial components for.

- . A

.the WDRSD cUrrfculum program were developed:

ERIC \
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and weaknesses

13

1. descriptions of the skills whicﬁhappear essential fOchompetence‘

W

assessment instruments for *determining students' skill-stfen ths
. 8 : gtns,

3. managemeﬁt'guidelines for skill instruction, grouping, teSting,

> and moénitoring

l) i - ' 2

4. ' sample instructional\activities to develop the

5. c¢valuation guidelines

skills, and

R ‘ . )
In the skills and objectives component, six skill areas have been

— M

‘ AN
identified: Word Attack, Study Skills, Comprehension, Self-directed

Reading, Inéetpretive'ﬁéading, and Creative Reading. Behavioral objec-

tives were written for each skill in gﬁe first three of

these six

/

areas. Assessment exercises and teacherg" resource files accompany

A

cach of these objectives. The skills in the other three areas are

not behaviorally described and assessment exercises are

. # AN . »
Skills in each of the six areas are clustered at levels

¢

not included.

that corres—

pond to traditional grade levels, as .shown in Table 1, in order to

_faci%itat& initial implementation and to help in general skills

assessment and regrouping. !

Formal tests of demonstratkd)reliability'which~gre

'
'

individual or group administration and which aid\}n the

of skill developmental .profiles have been developed for

skills in Word Attack, Comprehénsion; and Study Skills;

may be used interchangeably.

suitable for
preparation
most of the

There are

»

two available forms, .Form P and Form‘Q. The fofms are parallel and .

v

Each test is keyed to a specific objectivé, and, tests are available

in two formats:

. ” . . . ’ L3R
<\

Q ‘. f - | L ] -235
ERIC - | S
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) WDRSD skills by Element. and by

a

R,

Traditional Crade Level.

UL U X"
- e T
v .

Grade

gQkill A%éu
~ K 1

XS]

3 45 6

e et -

Word Attack A B

Comprghension; A B

Study Skills LA B
Self{~-directed Reading
Interpretive Reading

Creative Reading

c - D» - - -

N
‘..
i Q%'.D
4
/
.2\
'
~i
] o
4 Ld
-
s -
¢ C7
.. 1 . R

N
)
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include all the skills at a given level. The tests aré criterion ref-
. . - : ;

~ ¢

erenced and generally machine-scorable. Certain skills which coild not
\be assessed adequately with paper-and-pencil tests are assesséd with in-

dividually administered performance tests.

%

o L | 23?
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Design of the IGE/WDRSD Comparative Study
)

Details of this study of reading.instruction %n IGE and non-IGE -
schools are de;cribed in this chapter. fgciuded ;re the reséarch
questiong to be examined; the basic design of the study, including
the sampling procedure used; ﬁg; the data were cﬁllectégjkéggfegafed,

3

° and scaled; and the analysis plan. ; s \

<

Research Questions .

As discussed in Chapter I, this stu;>\$iémined three primary re-
search questions: . . -
1. What are the effects on reading instruction of using the

4

WDRSD reading progfam_in an IGE and a non—-IGE school environment?
’

a3

To answer this ques tion, data were gaﬁhered from a sample of IGE
schools using ﬁhe WDRSD and a similar sample of non-IGE schools using

the same program. .
- 2. What are the effecﬂé on reading instruction of using WDRSD -
and using other feading programs in the IGE school enviromnment?

To énswer.this question, data from théksample of IGE schools
uéing WDRSD used to answer Question 1 and data érom a sample of IGE

" schools using other reading programs Were gathefed.

3. What are the relationships between,the‘vépiables preéegted_

in Figure 2?

.

17
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To answer this question, data from the total sample of sthools

used to examine the first two questions will be used. The diagram

A Y
»

in Figure 2 could be considered as a.structural design, path diagram,
. . ‘ .

or causal model. Ideally, if each of the variables specified in the
. ) .
diagram was scaled, a set pf structural equations corresponding to

, )
the model could be written. Then these equations could be statistic-

ally examined fpr-their agreement with the data collected in the Phase

\
“]1V study. Within the limits imposed by measurement error in the

procedures used to collect the data, this approach would test the
» 4 N

theoretical model. Unfortunately, this structural analysis could not

o - R

be carried out. The small number of cases coupled with difficulty in’
scaling come variables (ledding to several separate variables—in
particular, a larger set of student achievement variables) and dis-

-

, , . , |
agreement on the existence (or non-existence) of some relat}onshlp? .
’ i .. N

(paths) made such anxanalysiﬁ.unfeasible.’ In;tead_a‘two'stage multiple
“ regressién analys;s'was carried out. ‘For the'first stage, student
eﬁgéged times‘oﬁ content objectives were used as the dependent varif
. ables and the classroom activities, curriculum, and school variables :
were entered as independent variables. At the second stage, stuéent
achievement scores were useq as thevdependent variables and the
student pursuit wariables wére then added to the other vdfiébles.. 4
. Operationally,'thére were three problems éésociated,witﬁ an-
swering thesé questioné., First, reasonable samples of schools had
_to be recruized for the study so thag'appropriate comparisons could be
. ¥ ,
made. The ;amplihg plan is described later in this chapter. Second,
since the schools differed only in '"labels" for their'instructional

A

Y

. ’ | . 9g
ERIC ‘
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environment (IGE or not) or their reading program. (WDRSD or not), and
K. * .

since we Knew schools varied in their degree of commitmeq&vand‘manner
‘of use with regard toé both.IGE and WDRSD, somé data wefé'needéa to 7
demonstrate that the labels reflected actual operational diffgreqces.>
Third, we needed to aggregate gnd scale the\§ariables associaﬁed with
reading instruction. be£ails of how this was done follo& in this

chapter.

The Basic Design

1

Data were gathered for.this comparative studynfrom October until
May during the 1978-79 school -year. As deécribéd, three type§ of échoois
were iﬁcluded in the stﬁdy:

1. IGE schools using WDRSD

2. Non-IGE schocls using WDRSD ) S .-? "

3. IGE schools not using WDRSD ey

Data were collected only from students in Grades 2 and 5 and their teachers

in those schools. Data were collected by four means: tests on general
. ﬂ‘ ~ \ ! . . ) -
objectives of WDRSD, observations of speciftic students during the reading

N . \ !

instruction period, teacher logs for reading instruction of specific f

students, azd questionnaires which served as the basis for structured

%
interviews with school staff.

N

Sample. Four WDRSD triads of schools weré identified to participate

in this study. Each triad was to huve one school of each of the three
S 5

—

types.  Sehools within cach triad were matched according to lacat fpn,

> -



socio—economic level

"IGE schools,

composition of student body, size, and, for the

" The same demographic categories used in

"IGE-ness.
1978) were used to classify the communities

Phase I (Price et al
1

in which the schools/yefe located
——community with a population under 3,500 where

1.\ Extreme rural
most of the residents are farmers or farm workers

Gmall p ace——communlty with a populatlon of less ‘than 25,000

2.
Medium cl ty——01ty with populatlon between 25,000 and 200,000
s of a city with

3.

1
-

Main big city--community within the city limit
.\ " .
population over 200 000 and not included in the high or low

4.

\

1

metro groups -
ro--area in city with a popﬁlation greater than 150,000

By

5. High met
where a high proportion of the residents are in professional

reater than 150,000

% or manégerial positions
6. Low metro——area in city with a population.g
where a high proportion of the re51aéhts'ar9 on welfare or not )
regularly employed ' | '
7. rban’frlnge——~commun1ty within the méitbpolltan area of a c1ty
with a population greater,thaﬁ 200,000 out51de the city limits
| and thus not 1nbthe hiéh or low metro:groups ’
’ n Zhe WDRSD study igpresented extreme rural
Oﬁé urban ffinge 1GE échool

The four triads of schools i
medium city, and urban fringe

'Smali place,
not using WDRSD withdrew from the.study Just prior to the beginning of
Thus, thc urban fringe group was reduced to two

the data collectlon

l

an ICE school and a non -IGE school both using WDRSD bringing

schools,
the number of schools in this study to 11

’

N
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Data collection. TFour procedures were, used to collect data from

second- and fifth-grade pupils and teachers in the 11 schools.

Pupil outcomes were measured using an achievement monitoring

. o ’
prpCedure with item sampling. The WDRSDH program contains units of

insttruction skills based on the IGE instructional prdgramming model.

(IPM)., Once a pupil:has mastered the dbjéctives, he or she is to be

regrouped with the other pupils with similar needs and given instruction

on a new skill. The instructional sequence of skills shohld'vary from -

pupil to pupil. Because of this variation in the instructional programs

which pupils receive, an achievement\monitoring'prdceduré'with tests
administered at eight points during the school year was chosen to

provide information on the attainment of objectives. Such a procedure

S

’ - \
is more sensitive to the individualization of the programs than other:’
: J

N ) -
designs, such as pre- and posttesting.

The tests used in the IGE descriptive studies (Webb & Rom
were refined for use in the comparative studies. The tests we e

by identifying 25 WDRSD skills in Grade 2 and 26 WDRSD skills for Grade 5.
' ‘ [

1y

Two to four.items for each of the WPRSD skills we?e then prepared to form
an item pool for each grade level. 'Items from each pool were distributed
among four forms using an item sampling‘technique. All achievement
monitoring test items were constructed in a multiple—choicg format and
used terminology which would be understood*by pupils in progfams 6ther
than the curriculum under consideration.

The-échievement monitoriné t;sts were agministered eighﬁ timeg during
the school year. ;The pupils at eéch'grade,lével were divided at random

into four groups and the four test farms at each level were rotated among

\ ¢

0
o
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the proups so that each group was given a different form of the test
- : et . ) . .

for any two consecutive administrations and, over the school year, each
student took each form twice. The maximum time for any one testing for

a student was 50 minutes.

Observations were carried out using the same system as in the

Phase IV descriptive study (Webb & Romberg, 1979). -Initdially, six

target students were randomly identified in the unit or class.. The
target students changed over the year; since in some IGE situations
students are regroﬁpedAperiodically, making it physically impo§sible.
to observe the same six students. The' target students were ;bseryed

) . . . i . .

in sequence using a time sampling procedure. The first student was
. ’ ' l . N ~ R

observed for a moment and his or her activity was coded, Then the

-

next target student was obseryed for a moment and his or her activity
coded. The proéedure continued until all six target students had

been observed, taking approximately three minutes. Thirty seconds were
then taken to record the major role of the teacher (s) and general
/ A . ' ] .
activities occurring in the classroom. This cycle was repeated,
5 : :

observing each target student in sequence and recording general

<

comments, during the time allocated for work on the curriculum program.
Seven major categories of data were® coded:

1. General content--time devoted to other than the curricular
¢ ‘
program being observed ' ™~

2. Specific content--reading skill
3. Pace--whether or not the student is,working at his or her

»” . v
. 1

N own pace

33
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4. Grouping--size of group of which the student is a member

5. Materigls-~the materials being used by the student
6. Learnér moves—;student engagement or non—engagement

7. Interdction—-peréons with whom the student is interacting

and the direction and focus of that interacfion
s *

The event occurriﬁg at the moment the ta:get student was observe

was characterized by checking subcategories ‘ior each of these.main
categories. This observation’ system was used to provide measures of

-7 the amount of time spent in general content areas such as waiting,

transition, and management and, for specific content areas in reading,
measures of the amount of time spent by students with different .types

of groupings, materials, %nd interactions as well as different types

of engagement. : \\\_}
] ,

~— The observers were trained to use the observation system in a g
: ' %

four~day training wofﬁéhop held in Madison in October 1978. The

v
"

first day of the wofkshop was spent reviewing the -materials and pro-
cedures used in each of the programs and explaining the observation

system. Then the observers spent three days at a school doing observa®

.
.

tions and discussing the coding procedures. Pércen;age agreement on

individual events and intercoder reliabilities on sums over events

i3
t]

, Y .
were calculated to assess the level of proficiency the observers had
. ~ . N

attained in using ‘the observation procedures (Webb, 1979).  In
addition, a s ple of schools was visited during the year to check

the percentagel/agreement and intercoder reliability. The observers

returned for a two-day retraining session in February 1979, most

et Y

. 34 :
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of which involved observations in sehools to check on the intercoder .

. ¢ " v
reliahilities.

Teacher logs were kept by the teacher who was directly responsible

for the reading skills instruction of the, students in the target popu--
lation. These logs were kept daily for six to eight students, including

- those students being observed, in order to obtain a measure of the total
. . . . . ! PYY
time allocated to instruction on specific objectives over the investiga-

Bl - .
H] ) - )
tion period. On the logs the teachers recorded the amount of instructional

) . \ * . . -
time allocated to specific reading skills, the group size, and type of

materials ysed during instruction;
Lnterviews were coqducted in each school by the qbserver for that
. school with meﬁgeré of the Grade 2 and Grade 5 instructional‘staff and
with the principal. BagkgrOUnd information about the school, thelstgff,

. and use_of the reading curriculum products was obtained from these

i r .
interviews. The questlonnalres used as the basis for the 1nterv1ews
were developed from two sources: the Phase I survey 1nstruments and
\ . . ) \ .

the. curriculum developers' questionnaire§ about product use.
Instructional staff provided information about their own teaching
\\ experience, how the curriculum produét.was used, and hownthe oJerail
3 1nstruct10nak program was planned and‘carrled out .  Each principal
. described the ;chool s organlzatlon, its relatlonshlp'to other eduéai

tional agencies, and some procedural aspects of the school's ongoing

operation. .

-Data Aggregation 'and Scaling

y :
Literally millions of separate pieces of information were gathered
| . roo
| . , 4
Vv ‘ . ) /?g

<l

Q
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



25

L

about réading instrucfion in the schools in this study: The aggregation

¥

of this mass of data into scaled variables was no eésy task, The model

'
K

given in Fi@u%e 2 (Chapter I) had five general categories of variables

(school, curriculum, classroom activities, student pursuits, and pupil

performance). Then within each category one or more general variables

a

was specified (13 in all). However, the actual -number of variables inté
! .

. !
< which the raw data was aggregated was considerably more than 13 for

, ; .
four reasons. First, all classroom and performance data had to be

aggregated separately for, Grades 2 and 5 in each schpol}{‘Second, for

i B

some general variables (like means of instruction), specific subcate-

gories (like pacing, grouping, materials, and interactions) had to be

considered as separate variables., Third, #tudenp achievement in reading
was considered to be multidimensional. Pupil performance on specified
program objectives was gathered; which 1éd to aggregation of performance

datd into 12 general content objectives for reading, as mentiened. =
4 “ o :

However, the related time variables (ailbcated time, engaged time,

-

" and pon—engaged‘time) were also aggregated with respect to the same

caﬁegories. Fourth, since data were gathered at sgveral‘points in
. 2 . ’
time, all of.the data could also be aggregated in terms of when

Y

v

the data were gathered. . - '

\
. [}
The content aggregation for reading skills instruction was used
i ) )

2 with the teacher logs, classroom observations, and achievement monitoring

|
3 !

tests., The data were-grouped for analysis at three progreésively more

f

content area' followed

: . ‘e
specific levels, the most inclusive being the
' /

: by the "general objective'" and the "épecific objective."

o
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¢ . : .
As outlined in the Wisconsin Desipn for Reading Skills Development

(WDRSD) (Otto & Askov, 1974), reading skills for which behavioral objec-

tives are stated are organized into three domains¢ Word Attack, Compre-

/ . .
hension, and Study Skills. Within each of these content areas, from one
. ¥
to six general .objectives were developed for the present - dy. The

general objectives were based on the specific objectives of WDRSD.':Tﬁe

Word Attack Comprehension, and. Study Skills aggregations for Grades 2
L -
and 5 are as follows: (See Nerenz & Webb, 1980a, P.P. 80-3 for detalls )

-

Word Attack: Phonic Analysis—Consonants (01). Phonic Analysis—

. 7
»

ansonants'focuscs on consonant sounds in real or nonsense words.
Sounds may bé in the 1n1tlgl or’ final position and include single

consonants, two- and three letter consonant blends, var1ant{£onsonant

l

sounds, and conSOnant digraphs. : ,

Word Attack:  Phonic Analysis—youels (02). In this general objective,

', i

children are to attend to vowels in real or nonsense words. Long and

4
short vowels wacls in the final position, vowels plus r, 1, or w, two
. A
vowels together, and vowel comblnatlons including dlphthongs ‘are con-

sidered.

Word Attack: Phonic Analysis—Sllhnt Letters (03). This general

objective asks children fe identify silent letters and pronounce

L .
words containing them. Particular attention is’ given to seven high-
frequency consonant combinations (kn, gn, wr, mb, bt, igh, tch),

although silent vowels are also considered.

Word Attack Structural Analysis (04). Reading skills in this .

>

, general obJectlve deal w1th word structure, ané children are asked

o
X
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™~ ' // ' . - . ¢

to identify and use'paﬁ?}cular inflected forms. This includes skills

in seven areas! possessives, rhymes, word structure, plurdls,
. ) \

. contractions, word analysis, and special meanings. -~

Vord Attack: ‘Vocabulary Meaning (05). Skills included in this
general objective deal with the meaning of-words, generally in a
particular context. Data were obtained for synonyms and antonyms,

multiple meanings, and sight vocabulary.

Study Skills: Map Skills (06). This general objective 1s designe
+ :

“

to provide students with skilld in deriv}ng information from maps.
&
It includes instruction iq‘interpr ting pictorial and non-pictorial
0 . ' ) k3 -. : A-
symbols, using color keys, analyzing maps and synthesizing information,

' using grids, applying conventional directional systems, using latitudinal

’
and longitudinal information, measuring size and distance, and using

-

various scaling units..

A o : ~
7 Study Skills: Gr:ph an”  “le Skills (077 Helping children
“interpret graphs and taBles +: 2 focus of this general objective.
Instruction in compérison.and direct extriction, manipulatipn of “

Ny

extracted values, location and comparisonnof cells, and development

of purpose and summary statements is included.

P

. n :
Study Skills: Reference Skills (08). Skills in this general

i objective focus on locaEing and deriving meaning from varied standard
reference sources and on recording and evaluating the obtained
information. This includes alphabetizing; dictionary skills,

locating information in bdéks, locating specialized information,

o
recording, and evaluation. ot

{
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-

Comprehension: Word Meaning Skills (09). This first general

objective deals with skills which help children derive meaning from

unfamiliar words. Both word anmalysis and -contextual strategics are

included. V////

? Ve

Comprechension: Senténce Meaning Skills (10). This general’

-

objectiive- focuses on skills which are useful in understanding sentences

of varied complexity in short written selections.

" Comprchenson: Passage Meaning Skills (11). Instruction in

/f . .
passage mganing sk;}ls is designed to help children derive meaning-

from longer. texts, presented either orally or in writing. Children

_are to focus on the central thought in passages with and without an
1

organizer, on the sequence of events, and on the validity of outcomes

~
-

or conclusions.
' '
General Reading (12). This general objective represents the -

three "expressive'' elements of the WDRSD (Creﬁgj&ek Interpretive,

and Sélf—directed‘Reading) and general enrichment and apbliéatibn
‘uuLivitics.

Both log a%located time and observed times were aggregated separately
for each grade and then r%?ggregatéd according toxghe three content areas.
Achievement data, h?wever, were gathered only on a s&bset of the general
objectives (see Nerenz, 1980). At Grade 2, ten general objectives were
mcasufed (Objgctives oL, 02, 03, .04, 05, 06, 07, 08, 10, 11), and at
Crade 5, eight general objectives were assessed (ObjecLives 03, '04, 06, 07,

’ 4

08, 09, 10, 11).  These differénces reflect the change in emphasis from

Word Attack to Comprehensién in readdng programs between Grades 2 and 5.

&

5 7 ®
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Thus, the pupil performance datd'yiéld 13 variables at Grade 2 and

.

“* 4t fOrade 5 (the general objectives measured plus the content areas) .

The potential number of variables is dramatiéally ‘nereased be-

:

cnuscvof the repeated measures design of the study. All pupil per-

tormance data were gathered eight times during the year, teacher logs

. '

were kept, and clgésroog observations occurred in all the periods -.

b . . P
between test times (see Figure 3). Thus, eight different sets of

l . X
achievement data, seven different sets of log data, and seven different
,ﬁﬂpwevei for

e i

scts of observational data were ayailéble for gnalyéis.
\vseveral:re%sons, it was decided not to aﬁéljzé the data atrthis;level
of detail. These reasons inclu@éd lack of resources, lack éf stppbrt
for distinctioné-between types of schools (see Chapter III), and a
\
féilure to discern meaningful pattierns in the achievement data (Nerenz,

1980). For this report only achievement data from test-time 8 (adjusted

for test time 1 differences) are presented.

A B, c D E F G |
October { 74 % ,l . } i} = } - 1'May' B
Test Test fégt Test Test Té;t Eest Test
1 2 . 3V ab 5 6 7 8

Figure 3. Observation periods and test times for the study.

All the teache. log and ‘classroom observation data were aggregatéd

over the seven observation periods jinto school year totals. Admittedly
this aggregation obscures the fluctuations in content emphasis that

occur during a year,. However, the patterns of emphasis (allocated

.

1 ! ¢

49 -
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times to various general content objectives) appear not to be associated

with IGE or use of WDRSD (Nerenz & Webb, 1980b, P.P. 80-4) .

The actual variables used in this study are as follows:
¢ P -

Student Achievement. Residualized mean gain scores (Test 8

adiustedigor differences on Test 1) were cglcﬁlated.for 13 variables

up»Gradé 2 and 11 variables a& Grade 5 (see Table 2).

B N . . : @
N =
Table 2° .
Student Achievement Variables for the IG/WDRSD Comparative Study .
‘({\‘ b . .
_ s Variable , Grade 2 - Grade 5
01 Phonic Analysis-Consonants ':/
02 Phonic Analysis—-Vowels Y
03 Phonic Analysis--Silent Letters Y 4
04  Structural Analysis Y
-~ .
. 05 Vocabulary Meaning . Y j
13 Word Attack : 01+02+03+04+05 03+04
06 Map Skills L Y '
07 \G‘iwmbl-rsﬁins ) ' e Y
08 Reference Skills ' "4 v
14 Study Skills 06+07+08 06+07+08
09 .Word Meaning Skills - . v
-1 ) . -
10 /Sentence Meaning Skills v .
11 Passage Meaning Skills ' - Y v
/7
15 ~_Compréhension ' 10+11 ©09+10+11

12 General Reading Skills




~

Student Pursuits. Time was used as the unit for describing

student pursuits. The observed number of minutes coded for the s .e

i

TN . .
of children was nééa as the measure of four categories of wariable  at
non-applied time, available time, engaged time, and

éach grade level:
Non-applied time is that time within the‘designated skills period
v . \
\

non—engaged time.

“
spent in activities which are pnrelahed to reading skiils.
.This includes timé speﬁt in transition, waiting, management,lbreak, or
Thése six types of non-
gndirected time

’

applied time weres aggregated into three subvariables:
nagement, “reak), and other

other academic or nonacademic content area.

|

(transition, waiting), supervised time (ma
content (other academic or nonacademic content) for each grade level,

Available time equals the total amount of observed time less the

/

. j .
non-applied time and thus is that portion’ of the instructional period

i

which remains oncé'quirected, supervis%ﬁ; and other content time have _

been subtracted. As indicated by the jafiable name, it is the time
/ .

whicﬁkis actually available for skills instruction, The total minutcs
P »
/

and percentages of available time wére reported in terus of the 15

content variables at each grade 1ey@1.
Engaged time is that portion of the instructional period during
e particvlar content.

1
which students are actively involved in learning th
When summed, engaged :ime and its complement, non-engaged time, equal

and percentage of engagement or non-

-

available time. Total minutes

engage.:~nt are reported as the aggregated variables for each of the
/
i

42

/

15 content categories for readi?g at each grade level. 1In creating

ERIC
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these variables, the three types of coded eggaged SEudent behavior
(engaged—writing, engaged-oral, engaged-covert) were summed. Similarly,
total non—engagement was created by summing the three cétegoriesvof
‘non-engaged behavior (non-engaged writing, non-engaged interim, non-

engaged of f-task).

¥

Classroom Activities. Time was alsc used as the unit for describing

classroom activities. There are two categories of variables, allocated

¢ ime and means of instruction, and both were measured using teacher log

data and observational data. /-

Allocated time is the amount of time in minutes which is designated

for instruction in reading skills; it represents the total gmount of -
p}anned instruction for the 25 weeks. If c}:h school, teacﬁers recorded
this information in'logs. The t:me alloc :d by thése loés‘was aggrega:edl
into the 15 content categories for reading ét each grade level. A pro- .
poftiOn of ail allocated tiﬁe was observed in each school. These’

ohservations were used to check the validity of the teacher's estimates

of allocated time.

Heang of instruction inciﬁdes Ehe teaching"prACedures and materials
used to implement a curriculum program aﬁd‘couvey subject métter to the
1eurner,‘ Four types of information-.were coded for each‘of tbe 15 content
categories at each graae.

pPacing included either self-paced activities or other-paced éctivities.
Paciﬁg correldted so highly w;th Grpouping in the ﬁescriptive study that no

separate data r Pacing were tabulated for this study (Nerenz, Webb,

Romberg; & Stewart, 1980,

43
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o Grouplng included one of three group sizes on the teacher logs:

individual, small group (8 or fewer), and large groug///On the observation

forms, data on student groupings were codediinto er/of four categories;
1nd1v1dual pair, small group (fewer than 8), and large group. However,

because pa1r and small group activities were rarely observed, these

i
: .. . . .
two categories’ were combined, resulting in the-same three grouping

categories that were used on the teacher logs. *

Materials used‘Qﬁring instruction were recorded on the teacher logs

and the observatioqé: On the teacher logs, four types of materials

.
«

were considered: WDRSD, text.or other curriculum series, teacher-made,

and other. Seveﬂ catégories of materials were considered on the observation o
forﬁs: paper/pencil, man;pulative, game, audiovispél, printed material,
other, and can't tell. Because very (little time was observed in the
audiovisual; other, and ca;‘t-tell egtegories,”these were aggreaged
into a.singlezsubvariable. ﬁenipulgfives and games were also merged

j :
to form a‘eingle subvariable, /

Interactions between the taréet seudent and the teacher, ether
adults, end other students were recorded by the observer. These
categories were combined into two: student to teeéher (or other adult)
and teacher (or other adultj to. student.

Curriculum. Two variébles were created to eharacferize the use of ~
the reading program, WDRSD, in schools: curriculum implementation and

program customizing. ‘Both are school variables estimated for each

grade level.' Data-came from interviews with school staffs,

-

ERIC . | | I
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Ui Curriculum implementatioﬁ is a measure of the extent to which
WDRSD is used. WDRSD was dégigned to be compatible with IGE's Instruc?
tional Prograﬁming Model;/éhat is, it inéludes instructional objectives,
related evalua;ion proqgéurés,‘record—keeping procedures, and suggested
instructional activi;iés in sufficient variety that inétrgction may be
adapted to student éharacteristics,_ Users of WDRSD may choose.to use
"all part:\gf}the pfogram or onl; selected'glemenés; users may also
choose to use othér~product$ in the same curriculum area, eit her 5ointly
or w1th one éroduct supplemental to the other(s)

To develop a currlculum.1mplementat10n scale, p01nts were assigned

differently aF/Grades 2 and 5, with the total po;siblé number of points

at each gradé level the same. Points Were_gi§en for use of Word [/

Aftack, Studf Skills, Comprehension, and other materials in WDRSD.

-

To derlve a total scor% for each grade level, points were summed to a
nu&ker no larger than the maximum number of points assigned for any

| type of implemeﬁtgkion. Then, scores for eacﬁ teacher were
summed across all elementé £6\a maximum.of 30 pointS»and divided by 3

for scores ranging from 0 to 10 (see Nerenz, Stewart, & Webb, 1980

for details),

.Program customi»:. 1is a measure of alterations made to meet fhe
specific neeﬁgfqg\individual students. Three aspects of customization
were measured: adaptations.to children's instructional needs, provision
for review and reinforcement, and teache; development of materials:
Adaptations were defined as changes, additions, and delcetions in the

. ¢ : . .
curriculum program, and two facets of program adaptations were considered.

1 45
ERIC .

[AFuiTox provided by ERIC -



35

The first is whether the program is adaétéd to meet instructional needs.

v

The second is whether the é}istence of multiple instructional programs
leads to duplication of instruction. Points obtained for these, two

responses were summed for each teacher. K Provisions for review and
reinforcement were considered to be an-essential aspect of program
Qge. Points were assigned if provisions for reviewing skills in other
content areas, applicatioé\QEi/continuation of skills, scheduling of
formal skill/review sessions, or frequént teaching and reinforcement

. _ . - ~
of reading skills during instruction in other areés:were reported. Also,

teacher development of materials was assigned one point if a teacher

indicated preparation of special materials.

Lo
1

—éubscores for customizing were summed-for each teécher.and averages
\were calculated for each grade level in each school. Péssible values
ranged from -3 to 9 (Nerenz, Stewart,. & WeEb, 1980).

School. As described in the IGE Evaluation Project, it was assumed

P that certain organizatiodal.features would make it more likély that certain

de;irable in;pructional practices will occur (Roﬁberg, 1976). Data related

to this prémise weré organized into fiye variables? Inferoxganizatiqhal

Relaﬁiops, Procedures Fostering Coordination and Improvement of thé

School. Program, Intraofganizationai Structure,<GeAeral Implementation

of the Instructional Programming Model, and Teacher Exbegiences. These

describe in detail the organizatiohal structure and staff background

in the school. A sixth variable, Demographic Background, was also

included as a description for each school.

ERIC | | o :
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Interorganizational Relationsg {IOR). This variable is a measure
. M B 1

of schoof/;ffiliations and staff activities which involve persons and

/ organizations outside of‘the school. .Subscores were developed fqr
" : \ :
' (a) school interacti?ns with parents, (b) district support of the
curriculum program, %nd'(c) district-wide meetings about program issues

and, for IGE)schools only, membership in a regional group of- IGE schools.

Teacher scores were summed and averaged for a school score ranging from
“ 0-6 points. Data dn district support of the school's

reading curriculum program were obtdined front the principal's question-

0
e

naire with a maximuri of 3 poiﬁts possible. _All principals reported

the frequency of dlstrlct—w1de meetings focused on currlcular issues;
" points were allocated differently for IGE and non- TGE schools, although

each group could receive a possible total of 3 points. An IOR totpl

score is a sum of the three subscores and has a possible range of

{rom 0 to 12 points (llerenz, Webb, & Stewart, 1980).

Procedures Fostering Coordination and Improvement of the Scliwol

)

‘Program (G0S). This variable is a measure of the school-wide procédures
and practices which are designed to promote qontinuiéy and refinement

of the overall school program. ‘Scores for (a):release time for staff
planning, (b) orientation programs for new teachers,.and (c) inservice
procedures were developed. A GOS total scale. was derived by summing the

‘points for these three elements (Nerenz, Webb, & Stewart, 1980).

Intraorganizatiomal Structure (IOS). This variable is a measure

of the school's internal organization and the mechanics of its functioning.

3

. 7 .
Geores indicate the extent to which students and staff are organized into

) ; ) " | 4'7
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multiaged instructional units and the amount of time available for

(3

regular meetings of the school's governing body. Unit leaders irdicated

how their schdol organization.has best described: multigrade uniis,

self-contained classrooms with some team teaching and coordination
within grade lévels, or self-contained qlassrooms. Information was
also provided by the princibal on a chart of school organization. All

points for reports of multigrade units were developed from thai chart.

-

On the organization chart, principals repog;ed/grade range of units or
k N .

_teams, number of pupils per unit, and number of units holding regular

" weekly planning meetings. .
An 10S total score is the sim of the school governance .. school

organiz#tion subscores "yielding a school-wide IOS score of up to 29

points (Nerenz, Webb, & Stewart, 1980). : !

General Implementagion of the Instructional'Programminé Model.(IPM).
This is a measure of the extent“toaéhichtthe school 1is organized- around
the following steps of sﬁe IGE Model for Instructional PrOgramming for the
in&ividual student: |

1. seﬁting_schooléwide instructional objectivés » .
2. seiecging a subset of objectiveé for childrén in ‘each unit

\ -

3. keeping and using records of asselssment results

. 4. planning for instruction, including shért—term grouping procedures
. providiﬁg ig§truction, including variety in materials and in group
‘size

6. assessing mastery of individual objectives, and

* 2

7. planning and evaluating the overall instructional program
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;\\?cores were developed by summing seven subscores, one for each of
L

\

the_seven steps, yielding a maximum of 120 points (Nerenz, Webb, &

\pcewarc; 1980).

1eacher Experlence (TEXP). This variable is a measure of staff

T e

.

teachers' overall experlence in educatlon as well as thelr experlence
in IGE schools. Scale values were assigned for each teacher. Results

were then averaged yielding a school score ranging from 1 to 5 points

(tierenz, Webb, & Scewags, 1980) .
L . | < §
g

Demographic Backgr und (DB). This variable provides a description

of the student populatidh of the school. This scale was derived from
the National Assessment of Educétional Progress (NAEP) whigch used seven
R . . ' T . e .
'categories of size and type of communlty in reporting results. These

q

seven categorles (see sampling sectlon earller) were used .to assess DB

in Phase I of the IGE study and in Phase IV (Nerenz, Webb & Stewart,

1980) .

The Analysis Plan

&

In light of the research questions posed at the start of this
chapter and of the operational prpblems»faced in doing.the study, a

four-step analysis pian was followed:

Step 1--School Descriptioné. Differences in the operating charae- .

- teristics among‘the three types of schools (IGE WDRSD, non-IGE WDRSD,
' L . . - :

and ICE~non-WDRSD) were anticipdted to predict differences in the way

instructional time was used and in turn predict student performance

on specific reading objectives.' At this initial step, the schools were

to be described in terms of the sepool background and program use

-




‘ N : \\(
. \\ - \

variables in order to demonstrate. that the labeled differences (IGE

or not, WDRSD or not) were reflecte

in operational differences. This
. , _ .
analysis is presented in Chaptér III.

Step 2--Time Use Difference. The iffererice in how time was

allocated and dsea\igkeach school at: each Qf the two grade levels .

(Grades 2 and 5) waé then summarized. The, analysis for Grade 2.is’ ~

Xy P . . I .
presented‘;;\?hapter IV and .-for Grade 5 in Chapter V. o -

Step 3--Student Achievement Differences. Ths presentation of

.differences in student achievemeﬁi on each of the content variables

. o F :
for each o£ the schools was the %ext step. In Chapter VI reading

perfofmance for both Grades 2" and 5 is presented.

Step 4—-Predictive Analysis. It was planned that student on-task

behavior (as measured by engaged time) for each -content objective and

‘

érea in this step would be used as a dependent variable for-each grade
level and that student performance on content objectivéf for each grade-

would be used as the dependent variable in a second set of regressionf'

' r .

analyses. However, these regression analyses were not carried out;

“the final number of participating schools made this analysis unfeasible.

K
i1

e
o)



I1I

o’

Schools and How They Grouﬁ

,

The study design specified that triads of schools/would comprise.

x\ the.sample. Within each triad, schools were to represent the same
. . . . - i .
demographic setting, differing on use of the WDRSD and on adoption of

C:\_~ IGE. Thus, within each triad, there was to be one IGE school usiug

. the WDRSD. After school opening in fall of 1978, the urbaﬁ fringe
IGE school not using the H?RSD withdrew from the study. Reméiﬂing

. ;riéds and the schools in each of them--listed in IGE/WDRSD, IGE/non-
WDRSH, non-IGE/WDRSD ofder——are as follows: extregg/;hral, Schools
372, 466, and 900; small community, Schools 451, 410, and 9013
mediuﬁ city, Schools 476, 493, and 902; u}ban fringe, Schools 507,

——, and 903. Differenceés in operating characteristics among the

three types of schools, background variables, were-a%;icipated to

N
U
G S

predict differéhces‘in the way instructional time was used; time use,

-

~ . _
in turn, was anticipated to predict student performance on objective-

based assessments.

-~

The schools are described by type in the following section.
After the 'descriptions, scores on background and program use variables

‘ 5 .

are presenG@d and discussed.
‘ !

SC;SOL DESCRIPTIONS

IGE/WDRSD ,
. . R
© School 451, School 451 was one of the twoe IGE elementary sthools

using the WDRSD in a small midﬁestern town, Althougﬁ_the building was

R
2 | 51




-t

composed of self-contained cla Srooms, students‘were regrouped by ability

N -

and skill needs and they rotated from room to room for skill instruction.

lLogs were maintained only for the equivalent of one class, all students
. , . . - ~

were tested and four second-grade and six fifth-grade teachers
were involved wich the students'on a regulat basis. Because of this

reyprouping, 20 different students were observed at some point during L
: {

i

° i
J the year.

The strongest force behind IGE both in Sch;ol 451 and in the Qistfict ,
as a wh%}e'was,the principal. -She believed that IGE was the mdét»

cffective way of meeting iﬁdividual needs and she spent considerable
! ¢
time with the teachers and aides in order..to make IGE work. This

) - | '
v ‘ ¢ thusiasm was reflected by the teachers, and even students recognized

t »~ '~lationship between their pretest performance and the resulting

-

pa.. .. instruction., ) '3

Reading instruction at Grade 2 was provided for two hours daily,
and skill instruction was given twice a week for a total of 90 minutes.

V. ried materials were_used; although the observation notes indicate\}hat
_ e .- .

téaéher-made materials——pfimarily worksheets--were most common during
skill inst%uctibn. In addition to tﬁ;se skill‘periods, instruction'-
in comprehension and general readiﬁg time were also sclieduled on a
daily basis. At Gghde 5, one hbur per day was allocated to reaaing '

instruction. Of this time, 90 minutcs Ter week was allocated to
; : ‘ ; .

skills. ) n v

_ .

. . School 466, School 466 is located im a small rural midwestern com?

‘ -

munity adjacent to a larger city. It is an IGE school with just over 400

studénts, Grades 1-6, organized into three units: 1-2, 3-4, 5-6.

Y] -
1 i
'-‘

O
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There were about 55 second-graders in the primary unit and about
. N
70 fiftj;fraders in the 5-6 unit du%ing the 1978-79 school year.

while onfly three second-grade and three fifth-grade 'homerooms' were

included in ﬁhe'stﬁdy, six second-grade teachers and four interns, and

six fifth-grade teachers and twov Interns actually conducted the classes.

The _school is composed of self-contained classrooms, and students moved AN
% .
] ’ \

from room to room for skills instruction. It was noted, howeyer, that
v : ) : g
some students had problems moving among the rooms and to the la%%er

‘central open area so Lhat class time was spent taking attendance to be

Y

sure all group members were-present.
Y ‘ ’ 1 . .
' At Grade 2, two hours per day was allocated to reading instruction
) .

. of which.one-half hour was skills igstrupgioy provided four days a
‘week. Regrouping occurred every two weeks, w%th altefnating'blocks of

wééd Attack anqﬂCompreheﬁsion skills. Reading‘iﬁstruction was scheduled oniy
two days a weék\for 30 minutes at Grade 5. Students were éystematically
regrouped every ;ix sessions (three weeks). This regrouping explains

why ié second graders aﬁd 11 fifth graders were dbserved. While some

Word. Attack was taugﬁt at> Grade 5, instruction focused-primarily on

Comprehension skills. A small number of Study Skills were also taught; -

however, since teachers were using a field test ver$ion of those materials,
b 2

L'ihto the updated Study Skills program.
N ~

School 476. School 476 is located in a medium city in a neighborhood
of primarily blue collar workers. With neérly 500 students in its K—6
grades, the school is the largestHfﬁ the district. The building was .

. designed with open areas for flexibility and has three open pods for the
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1-2, 3-4, 5-6 grade units as wéll as self-contained classrooms in each
arca. TGE was initiated in the district in response to.teachers'

desires for greater flexibility for teaching procedures. At one time,

all four of the elementary schools were termed ICE schools gut with
recent decreases in aides ahd some conflicts over school struct;re
within:the diét;ict; School 476 is the oﬁly IGE school'rémaining; In
addition, the principal expresséd concern over what he perceived té be
4 slow decline in "IGE-ness' at even this school.

Most of the teachérs at Sghool 476, like those at host other schools
in the study, reported se;bn or more years of teaching experieﬂce. of
the five teachers,iq the 1-2 unit, two worked primarily with the second
gradcré. Such a divisionlof staff by grade level_was alsa charactg;istic
of the 5-6 un}t and the teachers noted tﬁqt students were farely grouped

n ' . '
ACross ages. . . N\

7 B .
In Grade 2, 90 minutes of instruction was provided each day, of

which about 30 minutés was allocated to Word-Attack skills two days

" per week. Reading groups were also used to teach comprehension and -

géncral reading skills; ﬁowéver,‘the "skill" groups and 'reading"

groups appeared to function quite Jifferently. At Grade 5, two 25-minute

skill pgfiodé were provided each week duriﬁg the 90 minute daily reading

periods. Instruction was provided in Comprehension and Study -Skills.

\

Althousph students and groups rotated between teachers for instruction,

it is interesting that all six ‘of the:target,st%gents were observed

“Lugv[hcf'ﬂt ciach observation and tlus the compositioﬁ of the skill

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

gruups}wds not substantiglly altered by the rotation process.

| .
! .

A



(a1

45

t
g

School 507. School 507 is one of seven elementary schools in a
suburban midwestern school district serving a middle class neighborhood.
The K-6 school has avour 55 students in each grade and 'is arranged in

4'units—-K, 1-2, 3-4,5-6. It has been ;n IGE school since 1972 and

was the first school in the district to use the WDRSD and to implement

-~

a systematic skill-based instructional program which emphasized speci-
fication of objectivés”and a computefized record—keeping system/\wfhe
building allows a great deal of flexibility in group sizes and

students moved quickly from one skill group to another throughout the

" day. Overall, in arranging groups, providing instruction, and maintaining

recorde, efficiencz seemed to be very important.

The principal Qﬁs very committed to ‘the effective functioning of
IGE at School 507. To tﬁat end, he developed the computer system which
formed the skill groupings and maintained the reco;ds, and he arranged
for aides to be hired in the place of a teacher who was leaving. Like
the principal, the teachers seemed to understand the "system'" of IGE
anduwere generally supportive of such an individualized, skill-based
approach. Teachers at School 507, as.at most cther §chool;; tYpiéally
réportcd séveneor more years teaching e#perignce, Te;éﬁer aides also
played an important‘role in the functioning of IGE at this school.
The WDRSD was used at both Grade 2 and Grade 5. Aﬁ Gféde 2, skill
instruction in Word Attack was provided for 25 minutes each day, and
another 85 minuteg daily'was 2llocated in genff;ilreading instruction
using .another reading series. In the 5-6 UHitg‘éS minutes was allocated

to instruction in Study Skills every other day and another 50 minutss

to general reading instruction on a daily basis. Students were regrouped
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every two to three weeks, and as indicated by the fact that 42 Grade 2
and 40 Grade 5 students were observed, the composition of these skill

2

wroups changed dramatically at each regrouping.

4
1

I1GE/non-WDRSD

gschool 372. A K-8 IGE schoel ‘with about 50 pupils'per grade,
School 372 is the only elementary school located in a rural midwestern
aréﬁ. Hlowever, ‘these demograpiiic clharacteristics belie tﬁe actual
school population in that many Lo sidents comﬁpte to work in o: near the”
two large urban areas nearby. Thus, while School 37é was originalyy

categorized in the triad of "extreme rural" schools, the townspeople

and the school are, in actuality, considerably more urban. Reflecting

the diversity of the town ditself, the school board is composed'of business-—

.

. ~
men and farmers who have always l1ived there as well as suburbanites who,

have moved from the larger cities. Due to the gradual changes in the 7
school populhtion, the school cdistrict has becen consolidated so that
N - .

311 elementary and\junior high str:dents are bused into the expanded
¢clementary/middle sckéol bﬁilding, while the scunior high students are
bused o & nezw high gé@ool complex in another area.

Three of the four éeache;s participating in the study reported seven
or more years of teaching experience, while the fourth was in the cate-
gory of three to six years experienée. Thelprincipal came to School 372 in
1974 and at that time IGE was first implemented in the dist¥ict.

lhstyuctional groups were based on student ability in reading and
mathematics, and, although instruction was always provided in self-
contained_classrooms, children changed classrooms, thus experiepcing»dif—
ferent teachefs and instruétional gffubs. At.Schoql 372, reading instruc-

. 56
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/‘-
tion was allocated 90 “minutes per day. This reading time was divided among
. .
‘basic word attack skills, spelling, and comprehension.skills with a variety

of. tommercially de;EIOPEd and teacher-made materials being used. The
principal and teachérs seemed veryipleased with both the curriculum
materials and the time allocations.

échool 410. School 410 is one of two IGE elem¢ntary schools located
in a small midwestern town. The very modern, one-floor buildingiéerves
about 25 pupils in each of vhe school"s K-6 grades, inciuding all of the ex-
ceptional or handicapped Studeﬁts in the district. While there were several
open library and conversation gre;s in the center of the building, sécondm
grade instruction was providedrin a self-contained classroom and the
fifth—gréde area was converted into a self-contained classroom using
folding doors. Studepts at neither gradé level seemed to mpve among

instructional areas or to teachers outside of their classroom, although
J . ..

' » ~
students were regrouped within each classroom. The number of students

v

in the class and the number tested (Grade 2: 25, 17; Grade 5: 23, 16)

differ because the mainstreamed handicapped children were not:

-

tested.
The principal of School 410 was very supportive of IGE -and éaw it

as the most effective way to deal with his veéry diverse school population.,

Al

He often taught small groups of sggdenéb"in particular subject areas and

worked one—onQer with many of the handicapped children. The second-
\ . .- -
arade teacher was beginnirz his first year oﬁ'full—time teaching and

e

- \\
. scemed to dislike the mechanics of IGE regrouping and record keeping,

believing that-for only 25 students, the process was too cumbersome.

w

In addition to this teacher, a full-time intern worked with the ‘Grade 2
, .
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students for a portion of the obsefvation period. The Grade 5 teacher
had been teachiﬁg for several years and was more enthﬁsiastic about IGE,
keeping careful records éf skill groupings, mastery levels, and materials
used. ‘e _
At School 410, a variety of instructional materials was used in.

‘uddition to thé Scott-Foresman, SRA, ﬁnd Ginn reading series. Grade 2
instruction was provide& in two blocks—-a 70-minute block first thing

in the morning and a 30-minute period just before lunch--and focused

on word attack and comprehension skills. In addition,-students often
worked out of the Barneli—Loft Skill Series during their free time. In

Grudg 5, reading instruction was scheduled from 8: 20 to 9:30 each day

and focused on vocabulary, spelllng, and comprehension. Many teacher-

~

made materials were used at each grade level. k

School 493. School 493 ié located in a medium-sized midweszurn

‘ - city within 15 miles of two other sihilarly—sized cities, which form a
fairly continuous urban area. One of eleven K-6 schools in the
district, it has about 45 pupils in each grade, with 39 second graders
and 50 fifth graders enrolled during, the 1978-7¢ school year. Although
‘instruction was provided in seif*contained classrcoms, studegts were
taught in multi—agg graups for reading, math, scienceyiand social
studies. Only six studenté were observed at each grade level, however,
and it anpears that students wére nor frequently regrouped.

The school principal was very much in favor of a skill-based
approach to recading instruction, and word attack, study skills, and.

comprehension skills werce taught at cach grade level even though the

WDRSD was not implemented. The three Grade 2 and three Grade 5 teachers

R
10:6)

O
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who participated in the study over the entire observation period each.
reported from three to six years of experience and primarily useéhmaterials
frem the Harper and Row or the Economy Series. Few teacher-made worksheets

were reported by the observer.

Hon-IGE/WDRSD

School 900. -School 900 was one oﬁwtwo elementary schools in a rural
area, in the same town as‘fhe distfict's‘junior';nd sénior high schools.
The school included 40-50 children in each grade, K—s. Although
School 900 was not an 1GE school and instruction waé provided .in
self-contained classrooms, children were rotated from room to room for

s ills instruction and multi-aged groupings were in evidence=.

The dominant figure within the program was the reading coordinator:’

-She h%d been involved in the development of certain activities in Comprehension'

and Study Skills and she seemed to make decisions'about program content as
well as time allocatlon and the type of skill irstructlg//provided. &he
teachers who worked with WDRSD were entimsiastic about the quallty of
-~
individualization that could be acgieved with the program, and as shown
in the data to foilow, they_used the pfogram in much the same way as
many "IGE" schools. The staff wés stableg One.of-the éaréicipating
teache;s reported more than three years expeTieﬁce while the other' three
reported seven or more. Few aides ;ere present, althodgh‘the Phase IV
observer also worked as an aide and Qas respansible for-ar}anging the
skill groups and keeping the records.

For the "unit" composed of Grades 1-3, 15-20 minutes of skill

instruction was provided four days per week. Instruction in the Word

S9
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Attack and Studylskills elements waé‘pfovided alternately in two—week
blocks. In adgition to NDﬁSD skill ihstruction, gégzral reading_using

a variety of baéal readers waé_prbvided for about 99 minutes daiiy. In
Lhe éross—age group for fourth and fifth graders, the WDRSDswas also used
four days a veek, v zh instruction again pfovided in word'Atﬁack and
Study Skills. Other reading sgrieé were also used and,uas at Grade 2,
students were ;ggrouped after eight instructional sessions. (every two
weeks). - ) P

School 901. School 90L ic tﬁe’éecond largest of‘7Ziélement;ry schools
in'a subﬁrbah district and at one time served as manf as.1,300 children
in a neighborhood of mixed socio—economic levels. The principal reported.
20-30% turnover in the student populapion each year and véry litﬁle\parental
Ainterest,in the school. 1In each grqde,‘there were approximagely 130
students assigned to self-contained classrgoms during 1978-79. ‘Teachers
participating in the study each reperted having seven ;r more years,
experience. |
Before coming to School 901, the principal had taught ;n IGE

lschoolé and served ‘as an IGE fécilitator and state IGE cbordiqator.

%1 +hough School 901 waé not an IGE school; he n;ted that the district
cuiriCUla and aspects of the school functioning had more characteristics
of IGE than many schoéls.us;ng the IGE label. School le is part of

a4 county disérict'which has used the WDP3D since the national field
-Lest of the Word At;ack element in 1968, adding the Study Skills and
Coﬁprghension elements as ﬁhey became available. Objective-based .
materials with pre- and post-assessment as well as regrouping were

used in reading, math, science, and social studies. 1In addition to

.
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1
the classroom teachers, several aides worked at School 901 and each teacher

was allocated two hours of aide time each day. These aides were responsible
for some of the mechanics of instruction and also circulated among the
skill groups during instruction to answer questions and help students with

seatwork, thus fr%eing the teacher to focus on her small group.

-

The two' second-grade classrooms are in a small separate building near

Al '

the main school building and all observatioms, logs, and tests are based

on one classroom of 25 students. One hour per day of the 195 minute
. ~ .
\ . S
language arts period was allocated for reading skills instruction. During

‘

both on-site visits, a large number, of activities were going on simultaneously

in the Crade 2 classroom. No.more than five children were working on any

>

activity at a time, yet students moved from activity to activity in a

\

guiet and purposeful way. ‘ . ' _ .

Since the fifth graders were regrouped for skill instruction with

fourth and sixth graders and had different teachers for Word Attack

»

Study Skills, and Comprehension,; logs were kept by many teachers and

~

many;étudents were observed. The children who were observed and for
whoﬁ logs were kept were all from the classgroouw in which tests were
adminis?ered. At Grade 5, three hours each week was allocated for
Word Attack and Comprehensioﬁ skills instruction and another two hours

for skill instruction in Study Skills. As at Grade 2, seVeralractivities Y

—_ o

and skill “groups occurred simultaneously in the Grade 5 classroom.

School 902. School 902 is in a mediumrsized city and serves a

-
\ ~ ~

population of blue collar workers of medium socio—-economic status;
’ /

its location in a valley outside of the town requires the students

to be bused to the school. The K-6 school has about 60 students in

P
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cach grade and is organized into three units--K, 1-3, and 4-6. Instruction
is still provided in self-contained classrooms but students are regrouped
across ages on the basis of a fall pretest. All teachers interviewed

reported seven or more Years of experience, and, while they were interested

in using the WDRSD, they noted that it was ?a lot of Qork." In addition;:
beecause many of the teachers who had received the initial inservice rraining
had since left the school, implementing-the'program as prescribed by the
school dlstrlct had become more and more difficult. Thus, during the
1977-78 school year—--the year prlor to this study——a commlttee of teachers
at School 902, including a representatlve from each grade, clarified

"operation' of the program in the school, specifying. skills to be taught

and tested 'in each grade, record-keeping procedures, and pretest procedures;

.answers to common questlons were a part of the specification. The committee

report is strong evidence that staff at School 902 understand the WDRSD as

a management system for skills instruction. Also during Fhis time, the é
. T

entire staff participated in cleaning the files, keeping effectiVe

ﬁuterials for carh skill and discarding those that teachers had not

{sund useful.

H

All three elements of the WDRSD were implemented at School 902 and
skills were taught in order (Al, A2, A3, . . ., Bl, B2, . . .) according
to a year-long cale;%ar‘schedule set up in the fall. The total reading‘
tlock each day lasted two hours ana second graders were grouped with
thicd graders for 30 minutes of skills instruction. Fifth graders were
grouped with fourth and siﬁth graders.for their 30 minutes of skills
inatructioq ie addition to which they received 60 minutes of general

veniting instruction. Students were regrouped for instruction in a
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different skill évery~two weeks, except for a few skills that the teachefs
found to require additional time. » o '*'
School ?03.‘ School 903 was oné of six elémentary schools in a
suburban district se}ving a middle to upper—midéle class population.
The K-6 school had iny 190 students and.was ﬁo\be closed after the 1979-
1980 school year. .At Schpol 903,)variations in the number of children
per grade resulted in many multigrade grbups——éhly four of thé eight ”
classrooms had only dne grade and it was not unusual for second and
sixth graders to be. scheduled together in the same skill group on the
basis of their pretest score.
Reading skills instruction was allocated one-half hour each day.
and children were grouped according to skill need, with the principal
and librarian, in addition to the eight teachers, assigned one or
" more instruc?ional groups; WDRSD was used as a supplement to a Basal
'iseries in both units and about one additional hour per day was alloqated
to general reading instruction on the basal series, for a total:of.90

minutes of instsuctibn. Each member of the teaching staff reported

seven or more Years experience.‘
.

SCHOOL SCORES
Background variable scores are shown in Table 3 for each.school
saparately; average;.for the three 'school t&pes and the total sample
are also provided. The first four variabfzé?(IOR, 10S, GOS, and IPM)

represent IGE characteristics; the next two (TEXP and DB) were included

for descriptive purposes; the last two represent program use.-
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Table J |

Buckground and Progran U'se Variable Scores for Label Groups

“
X ; { ]
4 o~ , ‘ Scaled
School  IOR (12)° 105 (29)  GOS (24) IR (120) TE\‘(P (5) 5 leLao o (6)
T ) B
~ IGE/WDRSD | R .
(! 1.50 /YR IV R B I S 15 20
466 5,00 25,00 20,05 . 7525 305 2 550 LS
416 3,50 2,00 9,00 7100 4.7 5 6.75 50
7 3.0 2,000 1L 80T LA b 6,25 J5
Nean 815 0305 15,69 80,44 %S WL R N 113
5D(n) LS L3 5,54 8.9 62 L8 Le 5
1GL/non-WDRSD | _
372 6,00 5,00 B30 7250 N 0 1.50
410 6.00 22,00 10,00 75,50 4,50 4 0 2,50
493 0,00 25,00 12,00 56,00 4,00 50,0 1,00
Nean 4,00 24,00 13507 68,00 4,42 3,60 0 167
o L83 LAl 3.63\ 8,57 AL 0 6
Non-1GE/WDRSD . o : ,
B 5 S G0 SRS /R W5 1 4 LY
01 550 16,00 17,5 82,25 5,00 b 9,25 4,00
902 4,50 14,00 16.25 69,25 4,00 i 105 L LS
903 9,00 20,00 19 82,50 4,00 6 5,00 150
Nean 6,38 16,25 15 . 76,50 3.9 675 63t 231
$D(n) 1,67 2,28 1.20 5.9 L L6 LIS 1.02
Crand Mean 5.4 2091 7 1877 75,61 4,20 L2 45 L0
(o) 2,30 3,9 5,2 9,31 b6 L% 318 93
HOTE: Variables are defined-on pages 34-38.
Nunbers 1n parentheses indicate naxinun possible score. ' ' 65
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IGE/WDRSD
School 451 had high backgroupd variable scores, ranking first on

1

GOS and IPM and second on IOR. The 10S score ranked sixth in a tie
with Schools 410 anq 507; there was~also a three;way tié for thé highest
’score. Program use scores were also high: ”third for implementation of
the WDRSD and fourth for reading ﬁrogram. |
Background variable scores for School 466 had no clear pattern.
On 10S, it was one of three’ schools with the higheét score of 25 out of
29. Similarly on GOS, School 466 had—a score of 20.25 out of 29.00 vhich
* ranked second in the study. The school's IOR score was 5 out of 12, .
seventh, and the IPM score was 75.25, ranking éixth. Program use
gcores were both relatively low. For implementation of the WDRSD,
thesschool ranked sixth of the eight users with a score of 4.50 out

of 10.00, and for program customizing, the school's ran< was eighth with

a score of 1.25 out of 6.00.

Oﬁ three of the four, background variables, School 476 had low :scores.
Tﬁe exception was I0S on wﬁich School 476 ranked fourth with a score of
24 out of 29; ‘the first three schools tied with 25 poi;ts. On both IOR
and IPM, the school ranked ﬁintﬁ with scores of 3.50 and 7l,-respecti§ely.
School 476 had the lowest GOS score, 9 out'of 24, The schoel ranked
fourth for implementation of the WDRSD with a score of 6.75. Its program
customizing score was f5, lowest in the study. '

on IPM and I0S, School 507 scored high: 80.75 out of 120, ranking
fourth, and 22 out of 29, ranking sixth because éf ties but haQing the third

e

~  score numeritallyﬁﬁ'ln contrast, the school's IOR score of 3 out of 12

o | R | | (;E;




ranked tenth and its GOS score‘pf 11.5 out of ZQ ranked ninth. A
similar contrast occurred inuthe program use SCores. For implementaFion
of the WDRSD, School 507 had a score of 6.25 out of 10 which ranked
fifth. For program customizing, its score was .75”Put.of 6, rank

tenth.

Lgﬁ/non-WDRSD.

School 372's IPM score ranked seventh, 72.5 out of 102. Other
buckgrqund variable scores were much higher. On both I0R and GOS,
gchool 372 ranked fourth with scores of 6 ou. of 12, a t:e with School
-410, and 18.5 out of 24, respectively. The IOS écare of 25,.obtained‘
by two other schools, was highest in the‘study. For program customizing
“the school, along with two others, had a score of 1.5 out of 6, the
tics ranking sixth. | -

On threé of the four background variables, School AlO:ranked ju;t
above average: ldR, § points, rank 4.5; I05, 22 points, and IPM, 7
points, both ;ank 5. On GOS, the school's Scofe waé 10-out of.24 Wiie

ranked tenth. For program customizing, School 410 had a score of 2.5,

second highest.

.

On two of the four background va:iable;, Schooi 493 had the lowest
scofe: Its IOR score war Zero and its IPM score . Sv ou; of 120. The
score of 12 out of 24 on GOS ranked cighth.‘ For 10S, btﬁéol 493 was one
of the three schools with the high score of 25 out of 29. The school's

program -customizing score was i out of 6 which ranked ninth.
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Non-IGE/WDRSD

‘ Backgrodnd variable scores for School 900 were conéistently atbor
‘“above the middle of the possible =core range;vhowever;‘the schooi:s

ranking among the 11 schools in the WDRSD study varied Fonsiderably.

School 900 wﬁs third for IOR with a score of 6.50 éut of 12.00. For GOS,

the score of 17 out of 24 ranked sixth. The I0S score of 15 on a 29-point

scale ranked tenth; the IPM score of 72 out of 120 ranked eighth.

On program use variables, School 900 ranked séménth of the eight
users on WDRSD implemeptation and sixth of the 11 sclicols ;n program
customizing; scores werc 4.25/10.00 and 1.5/6.00,;£$§pe§tively.

Background variable scores for Qchbol 901 varied.widely. It ranked
sixth on IOR and fifth on GOS with scores of 5.501/12.00 and 17.50/24.00,
respectively. The IOS score for Schqol 901 was 16 out of 25, wﬁich ranked
ninth. For use of ;hé IPM; School 901 ranked third wifh a séore of 82.25
out of 120. ;

On both program use variablés,.School)?Ol h;d the highest score: 9.%5 
out of 10 for use of the WDRSD and 4 of 6[%or customizipg the proéram, |

i Backgropnd variable scores for School 902 were lower than for any

other non-IGE schools-using WDRSD and below the median for’ all 11 schools

~

N, in the study.; The IOR scére’was 4 .50 of a‘posgible 12.00 points and
ranked.éighéh; GOS, 16.25 out of 24, fank seven; IOS, 14.@0 out of 29”
rank 11; IPM,A69.25 out of 120, rank iO. Tgesefsco;es are. in sharp
contrast- to those on the program use varisble. The écﬁqol's score of

\3.75 out of 10.06 for use of the WDRSD ranked second in .the study; the

program customizing séore cf 2.25 out of €.00 rankad third.
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”On all background variables School 903 écored higher thxn other

i s

non-ICE schools using the WDRSD and on three of the four Qari%bles'ranked
quit;?ﬂigh amony the 11 schools in the study. The school's Idg score

was highest .in the study, 9.00 out of 12.00; GOS third, 19.50 ﬁut of
24.00; 10S eighth, 20 out of 29; IPM second, 82.50 out of 120.00. On
program use variables, School 903 had lower scores. - Fér implementation

of the WDRSD, the score was 4.00 out of 10.00, lowest of the eight
schools using the WDRSD. For program customizing, the score was 1.5
hY

- out of 6.00, a score obtained by two other schools; the three schools

g

rankKed sixth out of 11.

-

s

CLUSTER ANALYSIS

I'or both IOR and GOS, the non-IGE schools had the highest average;

in addition, for IPM the average for non—IGE:;bhools was between the
nvcraéeg for the two groups of IGE schools. Thus, for these three of
the four ICE-rclated scores, the label IGE school was not useful in

groupingléchools.l uRather than reject the idea that in schools with

similar operating characteristics instructional time was used in similar

-
SIS

ways and student background outcomes were similar, we submitted the

background variable scores to a cluster analysis. .

TGE was not developed or disseminated as a simple -new idea.
Rather ICE is a synthesis of many existing ideas which, implemented
together, represent a comprehensive alternative to traditional
schooling. (For additional information, sce Klausmeier, 1977.)

It is not surprising, then, that schools not.self-labeled IGL have
characteristics that onc would expect in an IGE school.

T
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This analysis groups cases, in ehis inseahce schools, into pairs,
triplets, and so on, The basis for grouping is the scores on the
g variables; Grouping continues until all cases are combined; at each
step, the school added to a cluster is the one with variable scores
< /;eﬁg; different from the variable scores of the existing cluster. The
particular.program used was PZM, cluster analysis of cases (April 1957
rcvisien); from the Bioaedical Computer Program  series developed at
Ehe Health Sciences Computing Facility,:UCLA. Euclidean distance was
_the measure used; all variable scgresvyere standardized.
Two cluster analyses were cér:ied‘outu The first used only back;
ground variabies (IOk, 10s,” GOS, IPMﬂ TEXP, and scaled DB). For the
second analysis, the two-pregrdm use'&ariables were added. Reeulps of

both analyses are shown in Figure 4. Schools 476 and 507 clustered

'in both analyses with a combined distance less than 2.00. Other

; -

7

pairs emerging from both énalyses were Schools 451 and 903 and Schools
901 and 902. School 493 was a, outlier in both ¢.-:"  ~wes. School 372
clustered witk School 900 in the analysis using background variables

only. and with School 466 in the analysis éhat{included program use vail-

!
/

ables. Backgroend variable scores are shown in Table 4 in which schools
are arranged in cluster groups.

One cluster is composed of the three schools lotated in very small
towns or extreme rural areas (Schonls 466&. 372, and 900). Although
the score for demographic setting is the wnrly avirage distinctly dif-
feres: from those for other clusters, «th» standard deviaticﬁ for

this cluster is quite small for both IOk and I¥M and fairly small for

e

-

o e . . | w:() .
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X\ .

Amal- Schools . ) TN\
pamated v ‘ -

distance 410 507 476 493 451 9CA 902 901 466 372 900

R
1.052 - '

1.064

1.311

1.586

1,129 ? | I |

Backyround variables

Amal- . . Schools
gamated ) : .
distance 372 466 903 451 900 476 507 493 410 902 901

1.094 - . l———J

<

2,182

2,465

2.525 '
|

ackeraesl and program use variables

Yigure 4. Cluster groups and distances.




. Table 4

3
/
'

Background and Program Use Variables Scorgé for Cluster Groups

: . .
h :
; /

School  I0R (12)% 105 (29) €05 (24) TR (120) e (5) chéed, IMPL'(10)  CUST (6)..

46 . 5.00 25,00 20,25 75,25 3,05 2 6,5 L2
3 6.00 25,00 18,50 72,50 4,15 2 i 1.50
900 6,50 15.00 -, 17,00 72,00 3.75 2 4,25 150
Mean 58y -7 L.67 18,58  13.25 3.92 2 2,00 142
) . 4,71 1,33 1,43 62 0 2,06 12
410 6,00 22,00 10,00 7550 . 450 / 0 2,50
507 1.00 22,00 11,50 80,75 4,50 6 6,25 5
46 .5.50 - 24000 9.00 71,00 4,75 5 . 605 50
Hean RV 22.61 10,17 15,75 4,58 5.00 433 1.25
5D(n) 1.3l - 4 L3 398 n 8 3,07 .89
. -«"’""/'F
48l 7,50 22,00 22.00 9,75 4,15 ! 1,2 2,00
903 9,00 20,00 19.50 ..—8L50 - - —_ 4,00 6 4,00 150
Mean 8.25 21,00 20,75 88.63 4,38 5,00 5.6 +  LI5
@  JI5 1,00 1.25 6.13 B} 1,00 1,63 25
902 4,50 14,00 16,05 69,25 L0005 LIS 2,25
901 5.50 16,00  17.50 82,25 400 b 9,25 4,00
Mean 5.00 15,00 16,88 15,75 4,00 5,00 850 - 313
SD(n) .50 1.00 .63 6.50 0 50 15 .88
Isolate
493 %9.00 25.00 12,00 5,00 4.00 50 1.00
Grand Mean  5.14 20,91 15.77 - 15,61 4,20 4,21 4,55 1,70
SHm) . 230 3.9 4,23 9.3 46 1.54 KIS T I

/“

a o Lo , \
Numbers in parentheses imiilcate maxlmum possible score. - , o

TO

r

(A - o
. - 1
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.
GOS,  Program use variables show the same patternfof results. The excéption
Lé theysmull standard deviation, 108, is a measure of the paper'organizd—
tion of the school rather than the actual operaﬁiop; for example; 108
_scores reflect, in paft, whether étaff'and students are.organized in

" multigraded units rather than whether instruction is provided to
multigraded groups of students. Three school féatures are represented
in the TOR score: parent visitation/participation; dis£rict Sﬁpport
tor the school's reading program, and regularly scheduled meetings with
ruprcsuntatchs of other schools. GOS scores reflect the quality of
new teacher oricntatioﬁ (in schools thatvhave appreciabie teacher
turnovcr),-the,extent of inservi&e opportunities, and, with hélf the
welight ofxthe previous two features, the amount of releé;e time for
fnstructional planning. ’

The IPM scores are a sum of =even scores, each representing the
swehool's implementation. of one step of the IPM.2  Score differences
result almost entirely from differences in implementation of steps 4
and 5: hasis for and frequency of regrouping students for instruqtion
and instructional variety in group sizes, materials uéed, and rates of
propress,

. N
The sccond cluster of three schools (Schools 410, 507, and 476)

i
|
'
!
f

|

lThc seven steps are as l.llows: 1, setting schoolwide instructional
objectives, 2. sclecting a subset.of those objectives for students in
teacher's instructional units, 3. assessing to determine students'
instructional needs, 4. planning instructional programs based on those
neweds, 5. providing instruction with variations reflecting both instruc-
tional nceds and learning styles, 6. reassessing to determine effects of
‘instruction, and 7. fecedback and recycling to the next instructional

obhjective.

ERIC '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



63

is distinguished by low GOS and I0R scores. Both I0S and IPM scores

are moderate; teacher experience is high. C .

High proéram use scores are common to the two pairs of schools;
however, both scheols in one pair have high background seores-(Schools>
451 and 903) and both in the other pair have low backgrouna seoyes
{Schools 902 and 901). : P

School 493's extremely low IOR and IPM seores‘separate it from
any’ef the groupings of schools -in the study.

Analyses based on these school groupings should be useful tests
of the predictions in the study design. On IOR, GUS, and IPM, the
pair of 451 aed 903 has a mueh higher average than any of the other
. three groups of schools. The otﬁer threelgroups differ slightly from
one an9ther on IOR; on GOS the primary differemce is of the triad
of éié, 507, and 476 from tﬁe other triad and from the pair of 902 and’
»901; differences among the two triads and the 902-901 paif are negligible.

bn beth program use variables, the 902-901 pair has the highest
average, in marked cohtrast to its low background ‘variable 'scores. As
mentioned previously, the 451-903 pair also has high program ese‘
variable scofes eompared to the two triads. |

Examination of the background and program use variable scores in-
dicates that the original hypothesis; that differences in béckground
variables amoné typee-of schools wouldﬂpe useful in predicting time\use;
means of iﬁstruction) and pupil performance, is'qot seesible to test.

"The labels IGE school and WDRSD user do classify schools, but by. intent

rather than by actual operation.

e
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Time Use in Grade 2

Time allocated to reading instruction, the amount of time a teacher
intended to speﬁd in various reading instruction éétiviﬁies, is a gfoss
measure of opportunity to learn. The number of hours allocated overall
indicates the relative importance of reading in the elementary curriculum
at various schools. Broken down by objective, allocated time informs
us about the focus of instruction at various schools. However, not all-
ofjthe time allocated to a particular curriculum area is active learning
time for the students. A portion of the allocated time is not applied to
the planned topic; during this time, students might be making the E;angi—
tion from the Qrevioué.subjéCt, pariicipatiqg‘in classroom managzement
activities, or working on other éonteﬁt. During the rgmaining time,
that available for instructioq in the content area, all students are
not always engaééd in the instructional activities; some may be passing
out papers, waiting f;r,assistance, or simply not paying attention.

Invﬁﬁis chapter, time ié first discussed as it was allocated to the

general objectives; these data come from teacher logs. MNext, observed

allocated time is discussed as a proportion of log allocated time.
\ .

»

Availéble and engaged time are then discussed as proportions of

observed allocated tiﬁe. Finally, data are presented about variables
representing the instructional process: use of three grouping patterns,
use of three digﬁérent types of materials, and.the relative amount and

- N
origin of talk in the classroom, : Jé/

~ . 65
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Summary tables in this chapter are derived in part from data given
by Nerenz and Webb (1980, P.P. 80-4 and 80-8) aud Webb and Nerenz (1980,
P.p. 80-5). The tables are arranged by label group (IGE/WDESD, IGE/non-
WDRSD, non-IGE/WDRSD), with cluster group indicated by Tl and %2 for the
two triplets of schools, PlAand P2 for the two pgirs of schools, and

—— (da ) for the outlier.

Allocated Time - .

In the two groups of WDRSD schools, generally logs were kept dnly
for wDRSD skills.instruction; t he ;xceptiod'occurred at’ School 901{ a
non;IGE/WDR%p Schodi, at which all reading instruction time was iogged
.ds it was at the non-WDRSD schools. Using repérts from the schools about
the total time scheduled for reading and the proportion of EBgt time
.allocated to skill instruction, estimates were made of the amount of
generai reading time allocated per child; The estimated total hours
of~reading instructibn and the.assiggment'Q£.those hours to the eleven
skili objectives and to general reading aré given in Table 5. In develop- -
ing this table, ;t was necessary to assume that tﬁnebfor each objective
was allocated. equally to all children for whom log;'wére maintained; that
is, if 18 hours were alioéated during one period to phonic analysis-
vowels (02), that gﬁne wbuld have been recorded as 3 hours per child
where logs were maintained for six éhildren, 2 1/4 hqurs per child where
logs were maintained Ior eight children, and so on.
Word rattack skills (13) received the primary insEructional emphasis
in're;ding at Grade 2, with most schools allocating from one-half to

two—thirds of the skill time tq?that area. At one of the exceptions,

it 7»'7 '




Grade 2 Allocated Hours of Reading Instruction per Child

over the Total Study'Pefiod, by Objective

“Table 5

Phonic Analysis-- Phonic Analysis-- Phonmic Analysis-- Structural Vocabulary

Word Attack

5:‘.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- Consonants Towels , Silent Letters Analysis Meaning  Aggrepate
| i 02 03 04 05 13
School Cluster  Hours 7 Hours % Hours % Hours % Hours % Hours &
1GE/WDRSD - |
466 il 8.3 19 9.7 22 - - 136 X - -~ 36 N
451 Pl 5 34 2 Lé 10, e A /R N A !
476 T 7.6 31 5.6 23 d 0 10,8 44 21 26,3 100
507 T2 L8 14,2 34 - - 6.9 17 N A Y|
Mean b6 15 8.2 26 . 4 7.8 23 L1 7 220 N
1GE/non-WDRSD ‘ |
372 il 28,3 16. 38.7 2 d o0 - 389w 80 5 L0 o
410 T2 2,6 10 7.6 29 g2 39 15 L2 5 158 60
493 - 10.6 19 8.9 16 YR 1.8 2 46 8 362 65
Mean 13.8 15 18,4 22 S T O T L R % T A X
non-IGE/WDRSD ) :
900 il 85 1.0 6 L7 10 3.9 23 g5 82
902 178 55 12 8.1 17 6 1 135 29 4 1 285 61
901 P2 3.0 3 19.9 20 - - 89 9 63 6 381 3
903 Pl 5 50 23 - - b7 20 L6 12 128 9
Mean 2.5 6 8.5 17 b3 7.8 2.6 6 2.9 3
o Mean w5 165 17 603 - 181 B 29 3 506 6l
T2 Mean b 15 9.1 29 201 7.2 25 N A W R
Pl Mean 53 4,0 24 Jo 24 110 30 18 10,8 60
P2 Mean 43 8 4.0 19 g1 1.2 19 36 4 383X
Grand Mean 6.3 1 1Ll 2 S 104 20 26 6 309 62
“Standard deviation 8.1 9 105 7 6 4 9.6 11 27 7 B9 b
| ‘ :
¢
ER] 75 19



Table 5 (continued)

Study Skills

Graph and
Map Skills Table Skills Reference Skills Aggregate
06 07 14
School Cluster Hour % Hours % Hours A
IGE/WDRSD ?
466 T1 - - - - - -
451 Pl 1.3 9 ~ - 1.3 9
476 T2 - - - - - -
507 T2 3.4 8 3.9 9 7.3 18
~?Mean 1.2 4 1.0 2 2.2 7
‘ 'd
IGE/non-WDRSD ‘
372 Tl 2.1 1 - - .7 4 9.8 6
410 T2 - - - - .8 3 .8 3
493 - 1.1 2 .6 l+ b 1 .1 4
Mean 1.1 1 .2 0 .0 3 2 4
non-IGE/WDRSD :
" 900 Tl 2.7 16 5.7 34 - 8.4 51
902 P2 17.0 36 .6 1 2 18.6 39
901 P2 19.7 20 8.5 9 5 33.2 34
903 P1 - - - - - - -
Mean 9.9 i8 3.7 11 2 15.1 31
Tl Mean 1.6 . 6 1.9 11 1 6.1 ' 19
T2 Mean 1.1 3 1.3 3 1 2.7 7
Pl Mean .7 -5 - - - .7 5
P2 Mean iB.4 28 4.6 5 4 25.9 37
Grand Mean 4.3 8 1.8 5 1 7.4 15
Standard deviation 7.1 12 2.9 10 2 10.3 18

<



Table 5 (coatinued;

PR

Word Meaning Sentence Passage (siorehenslon  Total General Total
Ckills Meaninz Skills Meaning Skills  Aggresate Skills Readdng Skills® Hours?
09 10 e, L 12
school’ Cluster  Hours 4 Hours 7 Hours 7 Hours % '\ﬁmns ; Houts 7
[GE/WDRSD , |
G6 11 - - 2.3 5 10,7 24 13.0 29 bho 23 1784 77 2330
451 Pl - - Sk 3.7 26 4,2 30 14,2 15 80.5 8 94,7
476 12 - - - - - - - - 24,3 13 1580 8 1823
407 T2 - - 3.4 8 7.3 18 10,7 26 41,5 23 WLl 7T 1826 .
Hean -~ - 1.6 4 54 17 7.0 21 3.2 19 1395 8 1732
[GE/non=HDRSD - | ,
37 T1 28,5 16 6.8 4 190 1L 53 31 16l 76 55.4 2% 3L
410 T2 2.1 -8 b2 1 9.8 7 37 26,4 41 3.9 59 64.3
493 -- 3. 6 3.6 6 10{4 19 2173 3 55.6 58 40,0 42 95,6
bem 1y 0 374 }é.z Bl B KO %, e R30S
non-~I1GE/WDRSD ' |/ B B
900 Tl - - .- - // - - - - 166 20 619 & 84.5
. 902 P2 - - S - - 4.0 1413 75 1884
901 P2 3.6 4 .5 8/ 148 15 259 2 97.2 68 45,5 3 1427
903 71 g1 1.9 9 /0 .66 3 8.8 4l 21,6 33 0 432 6] 64,8
Mean 1.0 1 26 b 54 1 8.7 17 456 3 745 6 1201
I1 Mean 9.5 5 3.0 3 9.9 12 2.4 20 79,1 40 100.6 60 . 183.0
12 Mean J0) L3 3 4§ 15 6.8 2. 307 2% 1123 74 L3l
P] Mean 201 .2 7 5.2 29 6.5 36 179 2 61.9 76 79.8
P2 Mean 1.§ 2 3.8 4 1.4 8 13.0 14 72,0 41 934 56 1656
Grand Mean 343 2.4 4 7.2 16 131 23 514 36 89.9 64 1413 7
2.7 3 6,2 1l 15,8 15 4.6 22 53,7 2 64.4

Standard deviation 8.4 5

C— _ . ~
Numbers are estimates for all WDRSD schools except School 901, 0

v

NOTE:  Percentages for objectives 1-11 and aggregates 12-15 are of skill time; total skill time and general reading are ex-
pressed as a percentage of total hours reading instruction, No allocated time is indicated by -; less than 05 hours

is indicated by .0; 0+ indicates less than 0,5%. ’—4’/)
v . “
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School 476, the total reading skill insf;uction time was given to word
attaci. At the other, School 90f:'only 29% of the skill time was
speri un word attack.

Study Skills (14) were taught very little at the non-WDRSD schools,
and not at all at three of the eight WDRsp“ﬂchools. AL three of'thé
non-IGE/WDRSD schools, study skills were/allocaged over one-third of
the skills instructional time.

There seem to be two distinct idezs about the teaching of
comprehension skiils (15) in Grade 2. Three schools, all WDRSD schools,
allocaged n;Ltime to instruction iq’comprehe;sion skills. At the
other eight schools about one—thirg of the skills instruction time
was allocated to comprehension. _

The last three columns of Table 5 give skills instruction and
general reading times in hours and as a percentage of total reading
instructional time. Ceneral reading ana total reading hours are
estimates for all the WDRSD schools except School 901. At that school
and at the non-WDRSD schools, teachars maintained logs fqr all reading
instruction. Total reading estimates cover the range Qf tOtai reading
4llocations. Since the estimates for total reading are based on
schools' reported schedules and cover the range of allocations for
total reading, they appear to be reasonavle. The non—-WDRSD <~hools
and School 90l reported a much largér percentage of time allocaced:to

skills inStzgction, 61%, than did the remaining seven schools which

averaged 22% allocated toskills. This seeming reduced emphasis on

o
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skills at most «f the WDRSD schools retlects a distinction between

WDRSD skill 1instr -wtien and skill instruction and application that
. (1‘9 ) N

occurs in other components of tue rveading program. At seven of the

eipght WDR3D s iwols, hours of specific skill instruction appear fewer

than actually cccurred,

\

Proportion Obser-ed

The relationship of log alleocated time and cbserved time is
shown in Table 6. From 16 to 24 formal obscrvations were made
in cach school duri'g the 25-week ciudy, Since testing occurred iu
six weeks during th: period thiat teachers maintained logs of allocated
time for the targs? students, observations were made in most of the
remaining 19 weeks. 47]

Ovérall, fremm 11% to 36% of the log allocated time was observed.
In must case.s, the relative emphasis on general objectives that was
shown 1in the logs was maintained in the observations; for example,
for Objective Cl, little or no instructional time was observed in
those schools in which a small percentage of time had been allocéted,
and a large proportion of time was observed where over 10% of thé 1\
instructivaal time was zllocated to Objective Ol.

At most schools, the correspondeinice between proportion of time
alleccated and proportion observed is aquite ciose for the aggregate
objectives 13, 14; and 15, At School 410, 1es; Word Attack time and

,
more Comprehension” time was observed than allocated; at School 901,

more Work Attack time and less Study Skills time was observed.



(///—\\ Table 6
-\

Relationship of Allocated Time to Observed Time

by Objective

<L

Observations
: Phonic Analysis-- Phonic Aualysis--  Phonic Analysis--  Structural
Total ¥ of Allo-  Consonants Vowels Silent Letters  Analysis
School Cluster No, Hours cated Time 01 02 03 04
CE/WDRSD _.
boo - 19 5519 22 19,27 22,28 -y 30.12
451 . P16 4012 kb 4,7 26,77 10,23 0,1
476 0 4.8 19 31,28 23,22 0t,— 44,50
507 12 1053 32 4,15 34,24 e 17,1
LGE/non-HDRSD :
3N T 2 258,41 15 16,15 22,26 Ot,-- 2417
410 2 20 1185 29 10,4 29,4 2,1 15,8
493 - 20 104,70 18 19,28 16,9 1,2 21,19
non-1CE/WDRSD .
900 19 4308 3 5,9 6, 10,23 23 12
902 2 413 11 12,20 17,19 1,- 29,24
901 P20 1038 12 3,6 20,31 oy 9,10
903 PL 19 4657 ) 2, 23,3 —-,-= 2,00
» [
o 86




Tale € (continued)

| mam————

‘ Vocabulary  Word Attack Graph and Refecence
Meaning Agpregate  Map Skills  Table Skills  Skills
School Cluster, , 05 ¢ 13 06 07 06
GE/WDRSD ,
456 Tl ==y 71,68 “mynm -y -y
g9l Pl 24,21 61,79 9,-- -y -y
578 T2 “1,-- 100,100 . ——yms - ~= e
507 . 1= 57,46 3,10 9,12 -y
ICE/non-HDRSD | . |
/. il 5,7 84,65 1,1 - bk
410 1 5,4 60,20 -1 -1 3,1
493 -- 8,14 63,73 2,1 1,0+ 1,1
ned-IGE/WIRSD' ,
900 11 5,0 49,5 16,11 34,12 -y
902 R LI 36,2 1,4 2,
901 R 6,7 39,55 20,5 §,-- 5,
913 ‘ Pl 12,— - 59,59 - y=- e ey
f
\\/"‘“
56
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Tabie 6 (coutinued)

P S

Study Skills  Word Meaning Sentence ~ Passage Comprehension
Agpregate Skills Meaning Skills  Meaning Skills Agpregate
School - Cluster 14 ‘ 09 10 | 11 05
IGE/WDRSD _ \ _
466 11 g ey 5,2 24,30 09,3
451 o 9,-- -, 4,3 26,18 30,21
476 12 " i =yt ‘ T Ty T
507 T2 18,22 -0t §,10 18,22 26,32
IGE/non=WDRSD \ |
7 11 0,4 16,16 4,5 | 11,9 31,30
410 12 3,3 8,22 L7 271,47 3,71
493 - 4,2 6,9 . 6,5 19,11 31,25
non-1GE/WDRSD : : .
900 - 11 51,43 -1 e - Y
902 Pl 39,20 -y e oy -y
901 P2 34,9 Cohs 8,5 | 15,23 21,36
00 PL - 1y~ 9,21 31,20 41,41

lh) Vs

P iyt

NOTE; Tor each general obivi!ive, tie proportion of allocated time is given [lrst followed by the proportion
~ of observed time, Facovinger of alsocated time and of observed cime may not sum to 100 due to round-
ing. Ot iudicates 1. . - AL ‘ | |

i

A

7L
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Nonapplied Time, Available Time, and Engaged Time
Formal observations were made during.the time period in which
reading instruction was scheduled in each school. Data on time use
were developed from these observations. Briefly, the time use variables
are as follows: ﬁohapplied ﬁime, the portion schgduled fou. but ﬁot
devoted to reading instruction; availagle time, difference between
scheduled observed time and nonapplied time; engaged time, the port%9n

of available time that students were observed to be attending 'to

instructional activitics, (These variables aré descriBed in more
detail in Chapter Ill)

As shown in Table 7, the percentage of nonapplied time %hd, of
course, avaiiable»timé varied émong schools. Little nonapplied time
was observed in the three schools in T2; members of no other cluster
gfoup and no label group were consistent in percentage of nonapplied
tjme. -

At all schools, students were engaged ;n instructional activities
over half of the allocate time, with tﬁe highest percentag: of engaged
time at the three schools in T1. Again similarities were not found
amouny members of other groups.

iﬁe allocated instructional hours for each chilq from Table 5
and the overall percentage of engaged time from Table 7 together pro-
vide v¢=: imates of the time allocated-to reading instruction each
week and the average ehgaged time f-r each child (Table 8).

Five schools réported allocating less than five hours a week, or
one hour a day, to reading insfruction.- fhese schools represent aiiw

.

three label groups and include both members of "Pl, Schools 451 and

9}‘

o ) =
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\ Table 7

fonapplied Time, Available Time and Engaged Time as a

Percentage of Observed Allocated Time, Grade 2

Available Time ' Engaged Time
Nonapplied Total Range for Total Range for
School Cluster Tine Study Periods A-6  Study Periods A-G
TGE/WDRSD' ' : ‘ - :
46b Tl 22 78 ~ 71-86 53 46-10
451 7l 16 84 68-100 62 . 46-80
416 1 ] 9 87-96 08 5974
507 7 ] 93 §7-97 ! 65-11
Nean | 13 87 64
IGE/non-HDRSD | v f
37 1l 14 86 16-92 62 LSEL
410 T -3 97 92-100 7l L h9-82
493 -- S0 it 59-87 66 49-80
Mean . 12 68 | 68
non-IGE/HDRSD . , |
900 11 00 10 41-88 58 29-8)
902 P2 26 14 52-90 63 42-88
901 P y 16 84 75-90 5 46-67
403 ' Pl 14 86 77-100 5 51-70
Mol 22 18 58
1 Yean 0 B 58
12 Yean | 6 % 1
Pl Mean 15 85 5
P2 Mean U 19 59
Grand Hean . 16 84 63
Stondard deviation 8.4 8.4 o 1.5

ERIC
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Table 8
IKstimated Hours Allocated and Engaged for

Each Child Each Week, Grade 2

Hours Alloc d.per Child Engaged Time

. Estimated
Schioal Cluster Total Stud. Per Week %b Hours/Week
LGE/WDRSI* ~
466 T1 223.0 9.32 53 4.94
451 Pl 94.7 3.79 62 - 2.35
476 T2 - 182.3 7.29 68 4.96
507 T2 182.6 7.30 71 5.19
Mean . 170.7 6.93 64 4. 36
IGE/non-WDRSD n
372 Tl 231.5 9.26 62 - 5.74
410 T2 64.3 2,57 77 1.98
493 -— 95.6 2 32 66 2.52
Mean : 130.5 5.22 68 3.41
non-IGE/WDRSD
900 T1 84.5 3.38 58 1.96
902 P2 188.4 7.54 63 4.77
901 P2 » 142.7 5.71 54 3.08
903 Pl *64.8 2.59 55 1.43
Mean 120.1 4.81 58 2.81
Tl Mean .7 7.32 58 4,21
T2 Mean 3.1 5.72 72 4.04
Pl Mean /9.8 3.19 59 ° 1.89
P2 Mean . 165.6 6.63 59 3.93
Grand Mean 142.2 5.69 63 3.54
Standard : 64.45 2.5 7.5 1.58
deviation

aFrdm Table 5.

b'f"'rom_Table 7.

0

288N
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903, one member each of Tl and T2, Schools 900 and 410, and the outlier,
School 493, [Engaged time at these schools ranged from one and one-half
to two and one-half hours a week. Engaged time uses about five or more

hour:s a week at all other schools ex%ept School 901, at which it was

1

|

- three hours a week, \

Means of Instruction

The I™% Instructional Programminé ‘vdel provides for the use of
\

a variety of group sizes and of instrh%tioﬂal materials to meet children's

- ’ 1 .
individual instructional needs. The WRRSD was developed to be consistent

with the IGE philosophy. Thus, all sch” »1s ver- ¢ .pected to use a variety
of group sizes and types of materials‘ Vkﬂy théwskill development

aspect of reading instruction is includea .. che WDRSD, with the.
developers expecting that a tot?l program would b: worked out at the

local level (Otto & Askov, 1974). In the|WDRSD schools in which only
formal skill instruction was logged and o served, ﬁhere is no information
apout instructional tiﬁe-with a ba;al ie?d r series or. in language
¢xperience groups; in both of these instanqés, data for che WDRSD

schools would provide underestimates of theatime students spent in

i

small groups and, in schools using & basal Teader program, underestimates

of the time that print materials were used, | Since<§tudent interactions

i
should increase with increased use of small groups, underestimates

of the use of small groups will be accompanied by underestimates of
|
|

sc of the three group sizes and the three primary types of materials

stuael:t interactions.

ana ine dence of teacher and student interactions are summarized in

95
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



'
'
‘

Ta''. Y as percentage of available time. Of all clustet groups

and label groups, %nly the pair of Schools 451 and 903, Pl, consistently

used instructional group sizes wi . similar frequency, At al% IGE/WDRSD

schools large groups were used extensively but the schools differed in

their use of individual and small groups. Similarly, at all IGE/non-

"WDRSD schools, individual work was predominaﬁt but small and large

proups were used for different percentages of time at the three schools.
In use of materials, the only consiétentlyvsimildr ~hools in a

label or cluster group were, again, the membé;s o: 1, The schools

at which all reading time was observed,/ICﬁ/non- ,chools and

School 901, appéar to use print maﬁexials mov« Luan other schools, for

the reasons mentioned above., At six of the eig  WDRSD schools

7
/7 .

manipulatives were used more than the minimual =: rcentage observed at

. ,

the non-WDRSD schools, /

s ’
In incidence of interactions, again only for cluster group Pl
were observations of group members similar, A lower incidence of 3

. /
teacher interactions was observed at the non~WDRSD schools and School

901 than where only formal skill instruction was observed.

P

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 9 ‘ h oo
' Instructional Process Variables as a Percentage of Available Timet Grade 2 ®
' ) <
o o Gtoup Size® , . Materials’ | ‘ Intetact ions™
- ' ‘ Paper-and- { : )
Cluster ' Idividual Small Large * Pencil ' Manipulatives Print Teacher. Student
) .. [ I ‘)‘ . "‘ . . ... - ' ‘-
: T, 1 4 mo. 83 6 ) S
PL 3 13 56 - 8. 6 - 3115
12 2 - 72 T 1 3 65,10,
' S v A | L0+ 59 Lo 1 7 31 11
- 29 L6683 b b 35 Il
. o «
i‘ ’ \\ ., -
pRSD ‘ \ |
T 64 15 2 ST 7 35 U413
241 56 A 6§ 0+ 60 15 20
- 49 1 51 56 o 37 20 15 i
: 56 13 95 . 63 B} 44 16 16
DRSD o o . o
. o 29 BUREENG 82 . N 1
: P2 49 v 1. 49 56 - " 26 3 36 - 18
P2 55 16 29 S (| R 6 ©23 15 9
Pl 36 ¢ 9 5%, o 79 ‘8. 0+ S32 - 12
; ’ o .42 9 48 < Bhr 12 .8 32 13
! ‘ o . ! ' ‘ . . A
37, s30T s § U 30 11
L6l L, " b 62 - i} 22 130 14
34, 11 7 55 - 81 7 » - 32 14- -
52 9 39 ~ 63 . "16 » 13 26 14
a2 41 0 )4 ., 65 .. 6 6 - 29 1B
deviation | 4 12 V. 105~ 7 20 1 - 4
' . Lr_‘ ' ' , - . .
may not sum to 100 due to ropndiﬂgn L ‘
need not sum to 100, ” - ! v
. . ; ° f" ;
“ ‘ )y y // a
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) Time Use in Grade 5 . ' ‘
¢ " i : ) " .
(- Lo C - .
the amoynt of time a teacher.

Time allocated to reading instruction, tk
i : . » : Q ’

s reading instruction activities, is a gross
N '

-~ intended to' spend in varior

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—

-/

meagure of epportunity to learn.3 The numbér of hours allocated overall
af® ‘ . ) Ct

indicates the relative importance of reading'in the elementary curriculum
° ne inford

at variousbschools.‘ Broken down by obJective allocated time infor

O
\
us of 1nstruction at varlous schools. However not}all

us abdut the foc
of the time allocated to a\particular curriculum area is act1ve learning . e
- 1

’
s ’ ~
3

timc.for the students. A portion of the allocated time is not apFlled to

t he planned topic; duringﬁahis time, students might be making the transi-

tions from the previous subject, participating in classroom\management
. , - .

activities, or working on other content, During the remaining tine,
’ . %, . : 3
that-available for igstryction in the content area, all students are

. \
. k, |

not always engaged in the instructional activities; some hay;be"passing
or simply not paying attention,

out papers, waiting for assistance
e M

In th1s chapter “time is first discussed as it was allocated to the
®
general obJectlves; these data come from teachegdlogs. Next cbserved
N - ) ' .
allocated time is discussed as a‘proportion of log allocated -time\, .

.

Available and éngaged t1me arﬁ then discussed as proportions of

O .
observed allocated ime, F1nally, data are presented about var1ables
representing'the instructional processf use of'three grouping patterns,

o

~

o ,
use of three dlfferent types of‘materials, and' tHe relative amougt and
Chan, - )
origin to talk in the classroom. . _ -

- Y,‘ . .\
W Summary tables in this chapter are derived in part frcm data given

_ | - y
%\ by Nerenz ind Webb (P.P.. 80-4 and. 80-8) and Webb and Neren, (P.P. "80-5)

-
<

3The 1ntroduction énd much of ‘the text of this chapter are repeated for
the benefit of those readers who may not have read” Chapter IV, i

39
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' (. i)
. * * '
: . ) Lo . , _
The "tables are arranged by label group (IGE/WDRSD, IGE/non—WbRSD, non-IGE/
_ . o - . R
WDRSD), with clustcew group indicated by Tl and {T2 for-the two triplets ofy
-" _ g ‘ : - ) e . . Q
schools, Pl ‘and P2 for\cﬁe two pair of schopls, and -- (dash) for the outlier.
t ¥ . ., ' e
) 4 3 . -
AlTocated Time Lo ) . '
1 : . ‘ ) )
In the two groups{of WDRSD schculs, generally logs.were kept only \ .
. 'b »
\
- “for WDRSD iskills 1nstruct10n, the exception oeﬁurred at, School 901, a . \Jf
. “b Moyl . »
A-,j . . .
non—IGE/WDRSD echgpl, at which all reading-ljptructlon time was~logged
as it was at the non-WDRSD schoolsf Uéing Eeporte\arom the schools about - —_
e o o | -

the total time scheduledvfor reading and the proportion of that time B

~allocated to sk :1 instruction, estimates were made of the amount of
R ! B 5‘1 ] . ~r
. general reading time allocated per child. The estimated total hours
. « “H
0 ' “ « ) 3
of reading instruction and the assignment of,thosexhours to the 11
.~ - \ .

v

4 . N\ . .
Q&ill’objectives and, to general reading are given in Table 10. 1In"

. deyeloping this table, it Xaé nedessary to assume that time for eaoh
. . . o
objectlve was allocated equally to all children for whom logs were
Y

ma1nta1ned1 that is, if 18(hours were allocated durlng orie- period to. - R
( A b

word meaning skills (09), that time would havevbeen recordéd as 3 T,

‘hours per ch11d where logs"were maintained for six children, 2 1/4 -~

-~

"houre per child where logs were naﬁntained for eight children, and - .

SO on. 9- o T - . -
oy T | ;/ '
Word Attack skills were,taught in all four of the schogls in

o : ; _ . o~

" . .

which.all reading time was logged--372,-410, 493, and 90l--and in .
/ ‘\ : ¢ - 4 N - =
School 466. The'Word Attack element of the WDRSD was developed ‘to
endkformél skill instruction, independent of a .basal reader or other
. 3

>

series, gt third or {ifth gr?de depending on studenti;%reading abilisy. - |

These results are consistent with the developers' expectations. 2

~




. . | ‘
) [ ~ ~ . . 1,
7oy . *The five schools that provided Word ‘Attack skill “instruction
allocated a relatively smaller propgrtion of their reading time to . \

A S \ . oA
Study Skills than did other Schools. At School 903 fno time was, dllocatéd -

to Study Skills during the skill ﬁe;iod.. In coﬁtrast; at Séhool 900
' yi;Epally a{}.sﬁill instruction time was alioc;ted Eo‘Study skillsy -/
In 9 of the 11 scﬁ'ools, about half of the reading slkeiil _\in.str\ictio\n
- . . : Pl : . P -
time ac Grade 5 waSQal;ocated to Cbmpnéhénsion skills. | The twn ’ . CT //7

- L
[

<

) . .
',//;/ © exceptions differed not only from the otﬁer schools but -also from one .
another. At School 903, nearly all of the skill instruction focuse% j“

. « .

. on’Compfehension;\at School 900, no skill time was allocated .to R N\

Comprehensién. ' P
. The last three columns of Table 10.give skill instruction and .
"’ ‘ ﬁ" o a . o ‘,L'
. general.feaaing times in hours and as a percentage of toﬂgi-reading
o~ :
] ‘ o .

«

- . . : o
ins r%ctional‘time; General reading and total reading hours are estimates

for all the WDRSD schools exgept School 901. At.that school and at the _’\
;qn~W?RSD schoélé, tea@he%s maintained logs for &ll reqding instruction.
Tétélhygading estimates cover the range of f&tal reading allecaﬁions.- B L L
A?inée the-ésﬁimates fo;‘total reaéing are based on schools"repor:ed

< a' schedules -and c?Vei.éhe :;néé bf ?llaéations“forltotal'reading, they

' appe;; tqébev;éasonable. Tﬁé.ﬁqﬁlW5RSD schools~and School 901 Reported

. a much largsr percentage of time allocated to ,skills instruétion;'57z,

than did the ré&aihing seJen schools which averaged 217 allocateﬂfto

gkills. »Thi§{séeming reduced* emphasis on skills at most gf the WDRSD
. schools reflects a distinction between WDRSD skill instruction and skill

S -

'instruction application that occurs in other components of the readiﬁg
: Q . -

£ i- p .
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\ ' . ., - r R l g * '
S Comble10 co. T S
. ' v (’_' . -
)  'Grade .5 Allocated Hours of Reading Instruction per €hild
3 ' . . i - "-. PJ ! : ' : v
’ ;o over the Total Study Period, by Objective o o 3
" o \ .vrk‘\ L. . ‘.; v o . ' .' " ) v ) ’
M . . L L ) . N ‘e -
. . ‘.Ph‘onig Analysis-- ©Phonic Analysis-- Phonic A}lalysi\s—- . Struttural " Vocdbulary Word Attack '
Q\ o ' Consonants . “Wowels Silent Letters = Analysis Meaning |  Aggregate
I 02 : 03 . .0k, 05 13 '
. i L ! ¢ . 0 > N . B .
_Cluster * _ Hours - 7 " Hours % © Hours % ‘Mours 4 Hours % Hours: %
. — : -
’ . [ , P ‘ ] ] : - ' .
m 7 s Y96, . L4 9 38 - S 6.6 4L
LT - - Dk - - - - - - -
A T - - Y- - - - - - - -
- - - - .- - - - - o
N , g 1.7, 10
N ) el . i »
oo o . ! ’
5D . . b o . . . N . L
Com T us s, 58 6 o+ T 14815 16 220128
© T2 -/‘ - L4 g2 .10+ .85 15 6.2 11 16,2 29
Y T T 31 4 o - L2 200 6 6.9 22
. ‘ X - 3 16.7 26 |
1 , - 5 p, :
D o ’ o . ‘ » ’ . ‘. v L .. ‘ ‘
L - - B d 0 - - 1o
P2 - - . - - A - - - - . - - - -
! , . 3 ¢ '
P2 W10t 2.5 3 == 9.1 11 -, - W7 1
- P - e .. T A A T -
PR . 2 L SR IR 1.1 2
.. . : s ‘ . \ - . i ;
g A 1.3 23 .
5 ‘ ’ 5{\04 .1.0 ' '
.’ . . : | st 47
- ' ) S R b NS 12,,03
- £ ! , e ' :
\ Ty o e\, , *6.3 12
viation oot . K , 8.9 15
. ' r’ .
N BN X Y ’ )




FERE B : c 4

. . , . . T L 3 J X -
! '+ - Table 10 (con!:inued)._‘ , _ . SR ) R
v Yoot T . T ,
o . . . A B
< ; P, : 4 . :
s Graph and ' —\'7 o © Study Skilds - . L
. Map Skills .Table Skills Reference Skills Aggregaté
;o . 08 0% S P T
0l - Cluster. Houf\\" A Hours % ", 'Hours % - Hours %D
' v iy ) o ' \ C . . N L9 ' o
WDRSD o o) S o . : :
6, "Il - - L5 9 - 96 v 2.4 15
1 : . Pl 1.1 11 Lo - 4,8 49 5.9. 60
6- 8, T2 /2.9 13 5.0 23 1.9 9 "9.8 45
)7 R v 3.6, 12 9.% . 30 - 3.9 12 16.9° 54
an - - . ‘8.8 &4
on b 74./(\ ! I
‘non-WDRSD : e R .
2 ¢ Tl 8 1 2 0+ © 9.8 10 10.8 11 / s
0 T2 1.5 '3, Sl (33,7 2% oo15,7 28 ‘ .
3 - 1.1 4 301 7.9 26 -.9.3° 30 o/ -’
an oo o AL 23 - »
TGE/WDRSD N L o
0 ! 4.4 .30 29 20 7.3 .50 + 14.6 M00 .
2 P2 8.0 22 6.5 18+ - 2,6 7 C 17,1 46 AU
1 P2 4.8 6 6.2 8 ‘ 209 - 26 » 3.9 39 -, :
3 ¢y m - - AR S
an - . . ' 15'.“9 46 B
' b o
ean . a 9.8 42 .
ean , - f S 141 42 ’ :
ean ; A /’ S 3.0 30
ean . .5 43
-— F , l .
d Mean \ » ; 12\£ ] 39. &
dard deviation / A 8727 o
A 2 A, [
\- S
x4 . f ihh o
ﬂ1'04: ) @ :‘ . N ]




. ' Table 10 (continued)
t{. ' o . . .
& J -
o2}
P R : L &
< v ) Y*. ’ . .
Word Heaning iFntence Passage’ Comprehension Totql 2 General Total
. " Skills Mean;qg Skills Medning.Skills = /Aggregdte ‘ Skllls Reading Skills@ Hoursa
5 09 : : m -~ 15 , ..,
- Cluster . Hours % - H % ) Hours % Hoyts 7 Hours %.+~ Hours L oo
‘ / N ’ . oo
L 29 18 - - 40 426 7.1 b 16,1 13 , 1047 €87 ' 12018
P1 88 T 3.1 32 7 3.9 40 9.8 30 22,8 . 70 32,6
T2 3315 L6 . 7 6.9 32 7 118" 55 21,6 i1 172.8 . 89 194:4
T2 4.8 15 - 83 8.8 29 4.4 46 31.3 17 156.5 83’ 187.8
' AN ‘ 9,31 46 197 18 142 82 133.9
(¥ . A : ; .
‘n 3.5 32 6.3 4245 60.3 61 98,2 67  4®2 33 146.d
. T2 160 25 1.5 3 9.4 26,9 44 56.8 A8 56,9 50 , 113.7
- 5.0 16 21 7 7.6 .7 48/ 309°35. 529 65 8838
. e ¥ 33.3 517 62,00 51 54,3 49. N6.3
D LR . . . "5“ 2 . l .
A ' T (. o
o - - - - - = . 14,7 13 94,5 .87 > 109.2
P2 10.3 28 -, - - 9.5 76 19.8 54 36.9 3% 73.8 67 53107
P2. 19.3 24 \ 6.2 8 . 121 15 37,6 46 8L.2 .77 26,7 23! 1059
Pl .0. 5 | L9 10 , 162 85 19.1 96 19.8_\34 39.6 677" 59.4
- " , : 19.1 49+ 38.2 739 57 58,2 6L 96.3
J ' 22,5 35 43.0 31 82.5 69 - '125.5
L f x 17.0 48 36,6 26 ' 128,7 74 165,3
@ N . oo 11.5 68 14.8 32 3.2 69 46.0
' 28,7 '50 59.1 5500 149,37 45 108.3
, L 3, 194 49 3.9 3% 7.5 66, 1154
fation < . K 171 220 289 22 50,2 22 _ 48.3
‘ . ’ 107
Y
estimates for all WDRSD. schools except School 901. A

ntages for objectives 1-11 and aggregates 13-15 are of skill time; total skill t1me and general reading are ex—
ed as a.percggtage of total-hours-reading instruction.
; 0+ indicates less than 0.52. >

No allocated time is indicated by -

; less tpag .05 hours

)
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N . FEE .

- ~. program., At Seven,of’thé eight WDRSD schools, hour3 of specific - .. :
VI . v R RS o 6 : oL N
skill instructjon’ appear fewer ghan‘actually occurred, S o MR

:" rd ) - ‘ C) ~ Y B
! . . . .
[y - . . . C oy

- P;gpgrjéeé/Obserded ' S o 0 , . o o

D . ; i A ., - . .

; - .8 The relationship of .log allocated.timg and observed’ time is’shown .

s

in Table:!ll. ¥From 15 tQIZi farmal'obse;vatiéns were made' in each ' . _

e , ' S ' o '//l_;/' LT )

school during the 25-week study. Since testing occurred 4n six weeks : <« .

';;{ [ ¢ during'the_pétiod that teachers maintained logs of allocated time for \5

; / L. I cy - ;_\ . 'S ' L T
. ﬁ the targét students, observations-were made in-most of the remaining

- .

. 19 weeks. e _ : _ , ' o
s ’. - B i . T . - . ! ) ) . . L . .
‘\ Overall, from‘¥1% to 56% of the log allocated time ﬁasﬁabservéd,:; ) s

L
B i

"~\,// : ’In most cases, the relative embhasis on general"objectiéés'that-wasif.

\ A . !

ot
.

shown in the ldgs was maintained.in the’ obsepvations; for example, - >

N s

N - . . . . ) ,'.;_ A . ) . !
for Objective 08, little Qf-DO instructional time was observed in

those schools in which a‘sm§11 percentage of tiﬁe had been ailocated,

.

and a large proportion of timé was observed where over”10% of the - \ : -
. \ . . . ot . “ - .

- N\ .
instructional time was_allocatés to Objective 08, ’

. o A . . N .
. At most schools, the correspondence betweepn proportiom,of time *° . B

. . . * .
V_allocated and proportian observed is quite close for the aggregate -

S Objectives 13} 14, and 15. At Schook 410, less Word Attack time and - .

L) . !
. v - more Compreheénsion fime was observed than allocated; at School 90I, T =
, e '\\_\. . / s -

4 less Word Attack and Comprehension time Epd more Study Skills time Fi“- s
L . 4 g o . . - ",\\ ; . o .' ) ‘ ) . )
was observed, 0 o

- l R ) ' . : [N

[

. Dlonapplied,Time, Available Time and Engaged Time' /~’.

»

“Formal obsefvatioﬁs were made during the tiﬁé period in which .

L S . s ,-

. reading instruction was scheduled in each school., Data on tinme use

- . ©

- _ SRR _11()8 o | IR
Qo ,.f _ ., BN RN

N . .

* AruliText Provided by ERIC
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Table.11 -
Relationship of Allocated Time to Observed Time
by Objective. x _ .
‘ Observations : i '
— . Phonic Analysis— Phonic Analysis-- Phonic Analysis-- Structural
. , Total % of Allo- Consonants . Vowels Silent Letters Analysis-
Cluster * No. Heurs cated,Time 01 _ ; 02 04
- /
T1 _- 15 43,90 4h 3,-- 6,6 24,37
Pl 16 56.89 56 _ ——y— - -,
o T2 20 68.86 30 : =y - -2
{12 .20 64.65 25 - g mmym— e -
i A
IDRSD L N ‘
o+ T - 21 166,32 19 T 5,9 6,5 15,16
M 219325 14 - : 2,0+ 15,6
- 200 82,36 12 1,— . 1, 14,5
orsh 4 J ' / R ;!
oMo 1 5.9 45° - R - 0+,10
P27, 19 46,22 11 -0+ - —
WP2 200 9LR 14 O+,-- 3,0+ 11,7
Pl 20 46,19 - 38 -y - 3,--
. ’ e
* bfn -
) | 110
g )
. g o .
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- : Table 11 (continued)
7<: )
"'Vocabulary Word Attack ' Graph and Réference
, : Meaning Aggregate Map Skills  'Table Skills Skills
School o Cluster .05 ‘ 13 - 06 .07 -, 08
A Kl =
IGE/WDRSD L U o ) ~ |
466 Tl -_— 41,43 5 f . 9,1 6,— -
451 ) Pl _—— S __;f:_ ] 11,-- / i —— - 49,51
476 T2 . Cee, - C =2 13,37 23,13 9,3
507 T2 ep— _— i 12,15 30,22 12,19.
. ‘ 1 ‘ y N ’ 'I\ i
'IGE/non-WDRSD , ‘\
372 _ Tl . 2,5 28,36 & 1,1 0,0+ : 10,12
410 T2 11,1, 29,8 3,3 1,-~ 24,16 -
493 , .- 630+ 22,5 4,9 1,—~ - 26,21
non-IGE/WDRSD ' s : . , , :

, 900 T1 N " 0+,10 530,12 . 20724 50,47
902 P2 — -0+ 7 22,29 . 18,13 - 71,6 |
|- 901 B P2 — 14,7 [N 6,1 8,14 26,41

303 PL” s T T T ’ 3:'—'— ST Ty T . A T T
! N,
L
1
-,

9 * | o 111 | -
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Table 11 (cont:inped) f
' » ’ - ton T ’
: — . , —
' T . stady Stulis Word Meaning ~ , Sentence Passage Comip1
/ Apgrecata Skills Meaning Skills . Meaning Skills Ags
School Cluster 14 09 10 ) 11 . .ﬁ,_' ’,
- 1 ) . . i,
. « 5 - ) <
IGE/WDRSD : - "
466 Tl 15,7 18,24 e 26,26 .
451 " Pl o 60,51 9,16 ~—,— 32,34 -
476 o T2 45,33 - 15,10 !/ N 32,34
507 -T2 54,57 15,22 3,1 29,20
IGE/non-WDRSD - - . b o ~
372 ’ (Il . 11,13 © ~ 32,35 . 4,4 - 25,20
410, =~ T2 28,19 | 25,43 3,6 17,25
4935,‘ - 30,30 16,30 7,5 25,30
e P -7 - " .
non-IGE/WDRSD . \ "
900 - o » . 100, 82 -7 ) ——yt- ~—,—=
1902 P2 . 46,48 128,40 RN 26,11
901 . : P2 39,56 . 24,26 - 8,2 15,9 .
903 Py - -—— 5,5 : - 10,4 85,91 -
. NOTE: For each general objective, the proportion of allocated time . _;iven-f.!irst followed by the pz

of observed time. Percentages of allocated time and of observea time may not sum to 100" due t
ing. 0+ indicates less than 0.5%. ' '
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Py . ’ . I .
* N { ) 91 "
[y 4 -
(4 - -
, 1 ) R . } K/ , . AN
_ were developgd from.these observations., Briefly, the time use variables .

are as follows: ponapplied time, the portion-scheduled for but. not
“. e ) 0y . ’ LY . R
"y . devoted to reading instruction; available time, difference between

sched#led&observed time and nonapplied time; engaged time, the portion .
of available time_that studefits were observed to be attending to
‘:’ l - . A o .

instructional activities. (These variables are described in more detail

in Chapter I1.) é ‘ - TN
“‘ki ' . As shown in xableflzimthe percentage of, nonapplied time and,
of course, ayailable timé varied among schojls, averaging l9Z of the

allocated.time. The extreme deviations occurred at Schools 466 and

\902 where nearly one- third of the allocated time was nonapplied ‘time,

\hd School”™ AlQ, where only 3% of the allocated time was nonapplled / ‘
Ihese three exceptional'’ schoolSvaccount for the apparent difference ' ';
i 4 of the non-WDRSD schools from the two groupe of WDRSD schools and of ‘ (%7 ) =
- . T2; both members of Pl had a lowet than average percentage of nonapolied Q
a time. - | -

. L

. Students were engaged in lnétruetional actlvities nearly two—thirds i
‘ ot the time, on the avetagel School 466; at- which etudents were en—~ .
“ ' gaged only 50%<of‘thg time, and School AlO,IWhere s%hdents were L ' f;.#
engaged 89% of.the time,?were agaih exceptional. At School 900; where .
- . the percehtage of nonapolied tlme had. been average, engagedvtime was .
) only 55% of the allocated time, Again'ghe.exceptional sohools account . T
. . ‘ L , _

»

for the apparent differences among label groups-and cluster'groups.

I
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R . Table 12 * - |

~

/9 Nonappliq@ Time, Available Time and Engaged Time as a
/ ‘ o ¢
Percentage ej»Observed Allocated Time, Grade 5 “4_‘ P
. T \ w/\
' t’ .. Availaple Time tb *  Engaged Time : !}
’ Nonapplied Total Range for Total ~ Range for
1. Cluster Time Study Periods A-G Study . .Periods A-G
T . . !'\_,
DRSD : ' o " : )
' 11 .33 , 67 59-79 50 42-70
r Pl 15 & . 85 72-95 . 65 ©61-73
s T2 8. 82 38-100 © 69 30-86
A VR 17 83 N 67-91 ' 66 54-80
n © 20 80 T 64 '
on~WDRSD . ' . ; -
' v T ' 18~ ) 1 82 63-90 64 53-71
T T2 / 3 "97 95<100 89 . 78-97
| R 770 5edg 65 50-89-
no \ S 14 - 86 72 ' e
’ o . , . -
GE/WDRSD - . ) . P S 3 . " |
r} L 19 hosL '64-92 55 - 39-71 \
"P2 29¢ 71 55-90 - - . 59 [ 44-78 O
P2 . - 20 . 80 70-93 . 61 50-70
: P10 10 - 90 i 73-87 65 56-66
n VIO 21 79 a * 60
an : ' 233 & . 77i/(i\\\\:/ - . 58.
an ' o 13 - 87 - ) 15 P
an N Y12 o - 88 ’ ‘ 63 - . ]:],6
an ) 24 - 760 ' 60
Mean BERER 19 Y A 64

ard deviation . | 8 : 8 ' ' * 0 R
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s The allocated fystructional hours for each chilé¢ from Table 10 (
K and the overall percentage of engaged _time from Table 12 together . '4 -
C"‘} . \\} # 7 .

provide estimates of the time allocated to reading instruction each

) week and the average engaged time for each child (Table 13) N N
-/ . 3

On 'the average neafly five hours a week almcst one hour a day,
was allocated to reading instruction. At Schools 476 and 507, both Aigf e

IGE/WDRSD schools and both members of T2, much more time was allo-
cated an estimated 7 8 and 7.5 hours a* week respectively. Very

t

}1ittle time was reported to be allocated-to reading in members of Pl.. ' v
4 + .

= . .
School 451, 1.3 hours a week, -and School 903, 2.4 hours a week. At

School 493 twe allocated time was fairly small, 3.5 hours a week,

[ 4

Engaged tlme’is estimated to be 3,0 hours.a week on the average,

The estimated engaged hours at Schools 476 and 507, 3.3 and 4 9 hours‘
. /

%J ' a week ‘reSpeCtlvely, are high due to both the greatei number of hours

'allocated to reading at these schools and ‘the higher tha average" ™ .

percentage~of engaged time. At School 410 the third member of<-T2, ~
allocated hours had‘been about ‘average but the wery high percentag

. G .
 of engaged time, 897, resUlted in a higher than average estimate of .

ged hours &ach week. The consistently larger estimate of engaged \

A

hours week for members of cluster .group T2 results from different \ - 3'

LS

-7 ' - time use practices, The palr of schools with ve%y low allocated \\
hours, Schools 451 and 903, had only average percentages of engaged .

o _ S ' . - t‘_.

time and thus the lowest estimated engaged hours a week. ) .

¢

(

- <

f : ) ’ 4
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| SR Lo , o " .Table 13 : \\,'_ o
. - .;f" i 3? . Estimated H8urs Allocated and Engagéd for o - . B
? . LR l“".‘?)‘;’.‘-‘ T ' ..' * : ' o .' : .
e *  Each Child Each Week, Grade 5 . . B
- . _ - . ’
I . . ) S
' fk”) Hours Allocated per Child Engaged Time - ' 'ﬂ;
_;; - C . b-ﬁ b Estimated B
: s School ‘ Cluster Total Studya Per Week % Hours/Week - e
IGE/WDRSD : - . _ . {
466 , ¢ TL T 120.8 " 4.8 50 2.4 * ‘
451 e 1 32.6 1.3 65 0.8
476 ¢ wi T2 . 194.4 7.8 69 5.3 -
507 - T2 187.8 7.5 66 4.9
Méan 133.9 5.3 , - 64 3.4 02
IGE/ aon-WDRSD o , .
372 1 - 14b.4 5.8 64 3.7, 8
' 410 T2 - 113.7 4.5 89 4.0
- 493 -— 88.8 3.5 65 2.3
Méan ' ~. o 116.2 4.6 72 3.3
’ non-IGE/WDRSD ,
900 Tl " 108.9 4.3« 55 2.4
902 P2 110.7 4.4 ‘59 2.6
901 - ° . P2 105.9 4.2 61 2.6 .
903 Pl T 59,4 2.4 65 1.5
. _ Mean : - 96.2 - 3.8 60 2.3
T1 Mean . '125.3 4.9 56 2.8
T2 Mean : © 165.3 6.6 75 4.2
Pl Mean 4549, 1.8 65 11 ) ,
B P2 Mean ' . 108.3 4:3 60 2.6
- "-"\ N . i ] . . ~
~ _ Grand Mean 115.4 % 4.6 b4 3.0
- “Standard ' 48.3 1.9 10 , 1.4 - ' ; )
) .deviation . ~_ .
° 5, ) .
N i 3 \ o .
v a ? . : K
B From Table 10. ) _— e
- N . ‘ )

bFrom'Table\12.
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M 1
Means, of Instruction

-

4’.

-The IGE Instructional Programming Model pr0vides for the use of

N I 5y ‘variety ofdgroup sizes and bf instructional mat ials to meet children S

A

R individual instructional needs., The WDRSD was develobed to be éonsistent

= -~

.

with the- IGE philosophy.. Thus, all schools were expected to use a variety

. of g;EuR/siaes and types of materials, Only the skill development aspect
of reading'instruction is included in thé WDRSD with the developers ' /////
z 5 > . . . -~
expecting that a, total program would be worked out at the 1ocal 7 .’

~ legel (Otto & Askov, 1974). In the WDRSD schgols din which only formal \

skill \instruction was logged and observed, there is no information

about Structional t1me with a basal reader series or_ in language

N— .0 experience groups; in both of those instances, data for the WDRSD

)
schools would provide underestimates of the time studean spent in o
AN i .

~—

3 small groups and, in schools uaing b basal reader p ogram under—
\ f) basa ,

\.
n

estimates of the time that print-materials were used. Since student . S - 4
- . . o - .

interactions should increase with increased use of small groups

underestimates of the use of small groups will be accompanied by’ - ’ =
i . . . N . .'.. .. ‘. .
underes?imates of student interactions: . S
p . _ . :
Use of the three group sizes and the three primary types of ) w-
materials and incidence of teacher and student interactions are
Y summarized'inDTable 14 as percentages. of available time.’ .None . .
, : -] : Cw - o i
' of the'label-groups dr!cluster _groups were consfstent in .any of {the - 7
! . ‘9" ' . ¢ ' - . ' N - -
three instractionalfprocess wariables. For example,’the nqn~IGE/WDRSD

: - o schools were similar i the proportion of individual work and :aﬁied

.

: : _ S
1n,the use of small grOupsE at the two schools in Pl nearly the same

, e . . N
I . . ' . N '
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Table 14 . ‘ \
4 .

! . ’ ) Vo s
Instructional Process Variables..as a Percentage of Available Time, Grade 5
" 4

s : At TR |

e . - : , ) ) l -
i , . Group Size? L ; Materials® l ' Interactions’
c o : ; 'Papef-and- -
Cluster \n (i?dividual ,Small'_ Large . Pencil : Manipulatives Print - Teacher Student
- ' /("\:‘- .A ‘. ’ /I
L 41 7 52 . 81 5, 3 24 8
PL . %52 2 85 . .0 , 3 16 25 6
(T2 © 309 58 . 68 0 .30 52 5
VT2 n A 20 90 9r . 62 22 10
VA 5L 6 44 82 b 28 31 7
A S b ' o
Sh ; - b, 4
B i B 82 b 14 92 0+ 50 13 2
2. . 60, 3 6 . 84 0 Sk 2
-- 42 2 56 88 0 17 # 26 . 13,
' 61 13 25 88 0 38 21 6 ¢
Sp” SO - ' 3 . PR
. 48 1 50 ., I 7 14, 29 N
P2 Lo48 5 47 66 13 . 17 3 ¥ 16
P2 50 - 10 41 69 + 3 A 23 11
Pl SN .12 44 SN 7, 1 27 15
. 48 ] 46 ! 10 229 12,
i 1 . ' .
57 ch 39 & S G 22 |22 -5
57 ., 16 28 . 81 3 46 T3 . 6
S 49 - 7 45 - 81 5 Lk - 26 1
- - 49 8 4o 68 . 8 M 29 30 L
.53 o, T8 39 80 i 28 219 |
via;im\- 1. 9 18 10 & 110 512%

ay not sum to 100 due to rounding.: .
eed not sum to 100, o ' , ‘ S
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proportion of time was

o , . ~

\ K}

. small groups and individual work in differeytc propor:iuns,

NG s .
In use of materials, the non=IGE schools used usapzr and
/ ' . . . C

materials for a smaller proportion of time than most TGl schols; .

School 476 was like the non-IGE schools!,

at the non-WDRSD schools or at School 476 percentage of nge

among thq'WDRSD schools, B L '/
* Tedcher interactfons-were observed more frelently than

interactions at all schools, particdlarly at Schopls 476 and

- -

teacher interactions occurred at ten ‘times the proportion-of

interaction, On the average, interactions were Observed over one-

third of the time, with no clear pattern for label groups or.
e

v

groups,

obsérvedlfor large groups but' the schools used

pencil

’

Manipulatives were not used

s '

varied "

student .
410, where.
, - \

student . v

v
~

cluster Vi
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_Scores are reported as proportions of actual numbef of correct responses

.25 of the score for Sentence Meaning Skills (10) and .75 of the score

VI

Achievement*“Results \
3

- - N
kg N

L ALl éeneral objectives and aggregate objectives werc identified in

Table 2. They are listed in Table 15 along with the number of items

— .

——

céht}ibuting to the score for each general objective and aggregate,

-

J .

to possible number of correct responses.  For aggregate objectives,
scores are weighted averages of the scores for contributing objectives;

A .
for example, the score for Comprehension (13) at Gradg 2 is the sum of

for Passage Meaning Skills (11).

Achievement Gains: Real and Relative >
The dis;inction betwéen actual changes in achievemeng between time f
aﬁd time 8 ,and the amount of change'at one school comﬁared to the amount \
of change é all’séhools }s important for interpreﬁation of the results - ;

in th's chapter amd those that follow. The expected change, of course,

“is an increase during the school year from time 1 to time 8, an actual

gain in achievement. If scores for all schools were identical at ti. . 1 -
and time 8, or if scores for all :.:bools at time 8 were, say, half again . g
as large as they had been at time 1, there would be no differenc.

S “:ﬁ'——;

in the relative change in achievement. Siace scores differed at time 1

and at time 8 and since the proportion of change was different among ( i

schools, the ielativg'change in achievement differs amung schools.
5. :

¢ !

Relative change is expressed as residualized mean gair -ores, or ;

99

L. 123

S S
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Table 15 -
- Numbef of Items Contributing to Achievement f%v
Scores for the:.IGE/WDRSD Comparative Study
. N
Number of Items
b General Objective / 7 Grade 2 Frade 5 A .
> <
01 Phonic Analysis--Consonants 6
02 Phonic Analysis--Vowels - . 18
"~ 03 Phonic Analysis-—-Silent Letters 3 3
. . . S
04 Structural Analysis ) 15 6
05 Vocabulary Meaning - A 6
. !)
13 Word Attack - - 48 9
! , .
06 Map Skilis 9 ' 15
07 Graph and Table Skills 6 11
. ; ; )
08 Reference Skills ' 3 ' 24-

~ . . ‘ N
14 v§;ﬂﬂ§ Skills - 18 . 50

09 "Word Meaning 3kills ' : 6
‘10 Sentence Meaning Skills -3 fr:. 3 v
/
|
11 Passage Meaning Skills - , 9( 10
15 Comprehension . 12 : 19
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residuals; these scores are both positive and negative even wheﬁ‘“'~‘\\\\\
a 3

' I .
actual achievement increased for all schools. - \\\\\\\\\\\\-

Since the intent of this study was to identify relatively more

oy

éffective instructional processes, 'the discussion in this chapter and

the: analyses in the next chapters use resicdualized mean gain scores. .

Negzative residuals nearly Qlways indicate relatively less effective

v .

' instruction, a smrll positive change, rather than ineffective instruction,
a négative change. .
Grade 2 results from Phonic Analysis--Vowels (02) and Vocabulary

Meaning (05) illustrate the difference between achievement gains ang
P .

residual gains. In Figure 5, scores for vowels increased with changes
'~

ranging from +.03 to +.18. The change of +.03 at School 901 brought

P

scores from above the average at time 1 to average at time 8. At

School 493 scores increased .18 from just below average at time 1 to

!

well above 5veragL at time 8. The dashed line indicatgs the time 8

e . :
scores that woul&a%é predicted for these schools if change at all

. . )
schools had occurred at the same rate. The matk for=Sgchool 901 is .

below the line; the residual for-thaf-school is —.O4.f A score of <// g L
. : I )
- .80 was predicted for School 90l. For School 493, thévmark is above
: ' - @
the dotted line and the residual is +.09; the predicted score for

School 493 is .75.

+

) Figure 6 includes the same kind of information for Vocabulary"
. ° . TN

Meaning. The average increase -is more than double the increase for

Vowels and the greatest positive change occurred in schools.with low




1.00 )

.90 School _, 1

. .80 466 .62
451 .67

. -70 476 .76

Timé 8 .60 507 .67

. scores 50 372 .62
-v/(/ : 410 .60
/ .40 493 .66
N/ ¢ 900 .69

« .30, : 7

g . 902 .74

.20 : e 901 .73

10 . o / - 903-: . .69

. g . Average .67

.00,
.00 .20 40 .60 .80 1.00
) Time 1 score
Figure 5. Achievement on vowels at times 1 and 8.
School - 1

y 466 ° .56

451 .49

- 476 .49

Time 8 . 507 . .40
410 .50
> 493 .39
900  ° .50,
o902 . .38

_ ) " 901, .53

. o ' ! . 903 .45

. 10 1. oL ; s Average .47 ‘
o ' .00 - : / ' '
1quWf . . .00 .20 .4Q'. .60 .80 1.00

Time 1 score

Figure 6. Abhievement on vocabulary meaning ét times 1 and 8.

! \
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~ by, . ’ * )
scores at time 1. Schools 451 and 507 bothlhave residuals of +,09.

At the former, scores were above average at time 1 and increased by .25,

Scores at the  latter were well below average at time 1 and increased -by
e S .

-

. s
.42. Schools 493 and 2 increased more than average but still had
small negative residuals due to their low scores at time 1, In contrast,
Schopls 410 and 901 have small positive residuals with_less than average

increases because their time/scores were above average. .

_) : On Vocabulary Meaning; scores at School 466 actually decreased,

/ 0~ vyielding a residual of -.07. Although the reIEETb%iﬁip among time use,

z

- A .
“Instructional process, and change in achievement is the topic of

Chapters VII'qgﬂ_MIII, an additional caution in interpreting negative

residuals is needed here. At School 466, no time had been allocated il

: . « rm:-_f“ﬁy’
to objective 05 (Table 5), so no conclusion may be drawn about the .

-

effectiveness of instruction on Vocabulary Meaning.

”Gréde 2

Results are shown in Table 16 which iricludes, for each objective,

scores at 'times 1 and"8, change, and.residual gain score., Mean scores
v are reported'for\label groups, for cluster groups, and for ail schools
k A . ' . .
combined. Test results at all eight test times are provided by Nerenz -

(P.P. 80-10, 1980).
| AQerage scorés increased for all objectives from.time 1l.to time 8. &
At both ‘test times 1 and 8, averége scores were high for Sentence -
Meaning Skills (10); ayerages‘fdr'Graph and TaBle Skills (07) were

consistently low. ,The smallest average gain, .05, was on Sentence

Meaning, due at least in part to the very higﬁ‘scores at time 1 and the ' j

perfect or near-perfect scores at time 8. The greatest increase in

128

o
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Table 16 : A

 Achievement Results for the Grade 2 Schools N

Y
N Phonic Analysis-~ Phonic Analysis-- Phonic Analysis-- 7 . Lb ° .

/ Consonants . Vowels : Silent Letters Structural Analysis Vocabulary Meaning
{ 01 L. 03 04 , 05

. Resid- * Resid- o Resid- Resid- Resid-
hool - Cluster 1. 8 Change ual 1 8 Change wual 1 8 "Change wval . 1 8 Change wal,« 1 8 Change ual
JE/MDRSD . - s ‘
466 11 63 .78 +15 0 -0 62 .69 407 -03 .17 48 w31 =07 .55 L6l 406 -.10 .56 .52 ~.04  -.07 .
451 ,P1 .65 .88 +.23 +.07 67 .72 +.05 04" .36 .53 417 -.09 46 66" +.20 -.00 A9 76 125+ -
476 Y .62 .80 +18  -.00 .76 .84 +.08 401 .79 .69 -.10 -0 .62 .73 £.09 «-.02 .49 75 426  +.10
507 T2 6707 -.06 -12 67 .73 +.06 -,03 S50 w2 H22 +.04 S8 LT+ +.02 400 .82 +H420 4,09 -
Hean 66 .79 413 68 .76 w06 e 60 14 S I IR ¢ 48 7L 423
E/non-WDRSD ;
n Tl 67 .81 +.14 +.00 .62 .70 +.08 -.02 26 .47 421 =11 420 68 +.26 0 +.04 45052, 407 =16
410 T2 1 .82 +.05 -.01 60 .76 +.16 +.05 31059 +.28 ~,01 S4 68 +.14 -.03 S50 67 17 +03 0”
493 - 3.8 +12 +.03 66 B4 " +.18 +.09 48 .82 +.34 +.15 480 +.22 +.03 239,73 ¢ 434 -.00
Hean 72 .83 +.09 63 .77+l 35 .63 +.28 48,69+ 4564 +19
n-IGE/WDRS, N . ! . .
900 ) T 6 71+l -.05 69 .75 +.06 -.03 .52 .60 "+.08 ~.09 52 122 +.05 S50 63 +13 -1 ’
902 - R 83 .01 408 4007 74 .86 T2 405 40 .86 +.46  +22 J.63 LBl 408 406 .38 LIl £33 -.03
901 S 1 .85 +-.06 400 73 .76 403 -04 .39 68 +29 #0573 71 -.02 - +0L .53 .63 410 .02
903 Pl .68 .83 +.15 +.02 60 71 +.11 +.00 23 .58 +.35 +.01 50 .63 +.13 ~.05 45 .63 +.18 -.05
Mean o 80 -84 +.04 68 .77 +.08 . - .38 .68 +.30 ® Sh72 +.18 46 ;65 +.19
- Hean ? .69 Qe 64 71 +.07 . 3252 200 . 50 .68 +.18 500 .56 +.06 ' %
' Hean ] 68 .78 +10 - .53 .67 414 58 .72+ 14 5675 .29
- Hean ) .67 64 72 +.08 © .30 .56 +.26 A8 .65 17 AT 69 +.22.
- Mean ' .87 s J4 Bl +.07 A0 77 +.37 .68 .76  +.08 R A6 .67 +.21
and Mean ' 73 .82 +.09 67 76 +.09 . 40 66 26 S4W700 +.16 ’ AT 67 +,2
andard 09 .06 - .06 .06 A7 .13 .09 .06 06 .09
deviation ' . '

. 139 ‘
\ L}
[
: § , . .
[
\ k4
1 A - A ¢
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Table 16 (cont{nued) . v ;
: ‘
Word Attack Aggregate Hap, Skills Graph and Table Skills ‘ Reference Skills . " Study Skills-Aggregate
13 . .06 07 . : 08 14
, : Restd- Resid- ‘ Res1d- ’ . Resid- Resid-
ol Cluster 1 8 Change wal 1 8 'Change ual 1 8 Change wual 1 8 Change ual 1 8 Change usi
- ‘
WDRSD e )
6 Tl 56 .64 +.08 -.06 .62 .69 +.07 -.03 33042 409,008 48 .51 +.03 -1 .50 .57 +.07 -.07
1 — Bl 56,71 +.15 4,01 ST .85 +.28° 416 4663 +.19 +.06 38 .63 +.25 -.03 .49 Jh 425 +.11
b . T2 67 .78 +11 -02 74 06 .00 =06 .49 .55 +.06 =05 W47 72 +25 405 61 67 +.06 .08 *
7 ;'2 61 .76 +.13 ~.01 4076 +.12 +.03 8 .62+ _+.09 39 .82 +.43 +.16 S1oa720 421 +.08
an o 60 72 412 b4 .76 +12 . 41056 +.15 43 .67 -+ 53 .68 415
nonfWDRSD L . : : : B :
2 ' L 3% .67 +15 400 .62 .68 +.06 -.06 .30 4T 4.17 -.01 35 .62 427 -.03 L4760 +.13  -.02
) T2 ST 72 4,15 +.01 S1o6h +.13 -.00 41560 +.1) -.01 J5 .88 +.13 +.16 52 .65 +.13 +.00
3 - ST .78 4,21 +.07 Sh 57 +.03 -.09 25 .48 4+ +.02 .60 .68 +.08 -.02 45056 +.11 ~.04
a0 S5 .72 407 56 .63 +.07 32 .50 f8 ST .13 46 48 .60 12
[GE/WDRSD o . . : . .
Tl 61 .73 +.12 -.02 56 .68 +.12 +.00 52 .68 +.16  +.02 65 .72 +.07 +.12 56 .69 +,13 +.01
3 P2 .65 .83 +.18 4,05, .73 .8l +.08 +.01 400 .53 .13 -.01 &7 075 428 4,08 S8 .71 413 +.02
! P2 64 .74 410 -03 .81 .88 +.07 403 .56 .58 %02  -.06 4765 18 -.02 .67 .74 +.07  -.01
l Pl 54 687 1& 01 .48 .62 414 -.00 .30 . 47 407 <01 .67 .53 -.14 "-18 65 .56 4.1 -.04 .
In 6175 .14 64 .75 411 456+ .56 .66° +.10- 57 .68 a+.11 '
an .56 .68 +.12 .60 .68 +.08 | 38 .52+ 49062+ SLo.62 4,11 '
an 62 .75 +.13 63 71 +.08 4057 4017 54,81 +.27 55 .68 4,13
an 55,700 +.15 537 421 W37 .55 +.18 .53 .58 +.05 AT .65 +.18
an 65 .79 +.14 J7.85 4,08 48 56 +.08 47700 +.23 63 .71 +.19
| Mean P 5973 4L ; 62 .72 +.10 A0 56 414 520 .68 +.16 53 .66 +.13
ard .05 .05 .10 .10 .10 .08 - NEED <y 8 07 .07
tatiod .
. . ..
v B
(=
: (o]
\ L ] o
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.+ Table 16 (céntinued)

N

—_
i Sentence Meanihg Skills Pagsage Meaning Skills Comprehension Aggregate
10 11 15
® . Resid- Resid-
School Cluster 1 8 Change ' 1 8 Chdnge ual 1 8" Change ual
IGE/WDRSD . e AN
466 Tl - .88 .85 -,03 -.08 _..66 .78 +,12 -.00 .78 .80 +.02 . \02~
451 PI* .77 %95 +,18 +.07 .68 .90 +,22 +.12 L7000 .91 +.21 +.
476 T2, .76 .8l +.05 -.06 .67 .81  +.14 +.03 .69 .8l 4,12 -.02
507 N T2 .92 7,98  +.06 +.03° .66 .76 +.10 ~.02 .73 .82 +.09 +.00
‘Mean t .83 .90 +.07 ° 67 .81 +.,14 .73 .84 +.11
IGE/fion-WDRSD ' , . T
372 T1 .96 .07 +.01 -.00 62 .79 +.17 ~-.00 W71 .84 4,13 +.01
' 410 T2 .88 1,00 +.12 +.07 746,78 4,04 +.01 .78 .84  +.06 +.04
493 SN .88 1.00 . +.12 +.07 .65 .74 +,09 -.05 .71 .81  +.10 -.02
Mean . .91 .99  +,08 .67 .77 +.10 73 .83 .10
non-~IGE/WDRSD : , , '
900 Tl .39, .90 +.01  -,04 - .61 .80 +.19 ¢ +.01 .68 .83 +.15  -.00
902 - P2 T.94 397 +.03 +.01 .59 .80 +,21 +.01 .68 .84 4,16 +.01
901 TR -89 .89 +.00 | -.05 .63 .76 +.g§ -.03 .70 .79 +.09 -.04
903 B3 .91 .95  +,04 +.00 2,11 -, -.06 77077 .00 -.04
Mean 9L .93 +.02 64,77 +,13 71 .81 +.10
) Lo .
Tl Mean ° .91 .91 .00 63 .79 +.16 J2 .82 +.10 ‘
T2 Mean . .85 .93 +,08 .69 .78 +.,09 .73 .82 +.09
Pl Mean .84 .95 +.,11 .70 .81 +.11 .74 .84 +.10
P2 Mean .92 .93 +.01 .61 .78 4,17 .69 .82 +.13 -
Grand Mean .88 .93 +,05. .66 .78 +,12 .72 .82 +.10
St4ndard .06 .06~ .05 .05 : .04 .04 :
deviation ‘
— & -
[a)
\ . k1~3 o
i
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average scores, .24, '3 on Silent Letters (03), one of the objectiveé'
’ fe OB

. woon which time' 1 scores were low. ' o

In geﬁéral, there was little variance in scores at time 1 and‘the same
ér less at time 8. Variance increased slightly on Vocabulary Meaning.

To simplify comparisons of the groups of schools, only thé aégregate
objectives Wbrdv;;tack (13),78tu6y Skills (14), and Comprehension (15)
will 5e discussed. The lack of constant clear-cut dist;nctiong among -
}abel groups %Pd among clustgr groups thg: emei'ges in the aggregates
also appears in the scores fox _general objecgives. In Word AEtack-énd
Comppehension, there was yery little-difference among the three'label

groups and overlap in the scores of schbols in the groups; the overlap

also occurred in Study Skills, but the IGE/ﬁon—WDRSD schools averaged

’, noy

lower than the two WDRSD groups at both times 1 and 8. Overlap of the

ranges of thg cluster groups is also typical, although their average
S - . \

scores differed r:: “han *he label group avefﬁges. At test time 1

‘and time 8, the pr»: - £ non-IGE/WDRSD schools, P2, scored highest on

~ -

both Word Attapk and Study Skills and the triplet of Schoqls 476, 507,
.and 410, T2, had the second highest avexage.  On Comprehension, P2 /)
'was lowest at time 1 and had the same average score as the two triplets

P

: N : .
at time &. - The most extreme instance of score overlap occurred for
‘ L

Comprehension at time 8; P1's highest average for cluster groups was

composed of School 451's'sco;e of .91, highest of the 11 SCHools; and
School 903's score of .77,.10west in the set.
L > . »

For;the aggregate ofpobjectives, Schools 451, 410, and 902 had

) . . SING - PR T

consistently positive residuals and Schools 466, 476, 901, and 903,
conéistently negative. School 493 had the highest positive residual

for Word Attack; for both Study Skills-and ' Comprehension, SchoolVASl
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had the highest. Schaol 466 had the lowest negative residual for both
Word Attack and Study Skills; Schools 901 and 903 had equally low -

‘Comprehension residuals,

Grade 5 ‘ L P . . ).

Results are shown in fable 17 which includeé, for each objective,
scores at times 1 and 8, change, and residual gain score. Average ) . .

scores are reported for lab@iﬁgroups for cluster groups, and for all
schools combined. Results of testing at all eight times are reported by
Nerenz (P.P. 80-10, 1980). o s , ii .

‘For most objectives, average scores were at a moderately high
level at time 1, .50-.60, with little variance. Average scores for all
objectiQes increased from time 1 to timez8, with little or no change
in variancef The greatest variability in scores was on Silent Letters

(03) which had the.smallest average gain,'.03. The largest agerage
gain, .11, was on Word Meaning (09) increasing scores from 64 to
.75, Only on Sentence Meaning (10) was the average score at time 8
bhigher.

The group of non-IGE/WDRSD schools showed more'positive ayerage . )
change on all three?aggr%gate objectives than either of the groups of 1 .
IGE schools., IGE/WDRSD schools had higher positive gains than IQE/non—
WDRSD schools on both Word Attack ano Study Skills. ‘The a?erage
differences ;:are slight; score ranges for all dhree groupS'overlap

¢onsiderably on both Word Attack and Comé&ehe sion. '

One difference among cluster groups ;§pears to be. consistent for

the aggregate objectives:- Average scores for P2 were higher than averages

]
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03 . 04 13
Resid- Resid- . Resid~
School Cluster 1 8 Change  ual 1 8 Change ual 1 8 Change ual
IGE/WDRSD 0 : . o
466 Tl .52 .49 ~-,03 -.06 .62 .58 -.04 -.08 .59 ,55 ~.04 ~.08
451 Pl 44 .83 +.39 +.,34 .50 .64 +.14 +.00 .48 .70 +.22 +.11
476 T2, . .49 .51 +.04 -.02 .67 .63 -.04 -.04 .61 .59 -.02 -.04
507 T2 .64 .60 ~.04 -.04 .59 .60 +.01 -.06 .61 .60 -.01 -.03
Mean .‘.52 .61 +.09 .60 .61 +.01 .51 .61 +.04
IGE/non~WDRSD . D ‘ .
372 Tl .32 .19 =.13 -.21 .54 .60 +.06 -.05 Y. -.01 -.13
410 T2 .25 .31 +.06 - +.12 .55+ .70 +.15 +.05 L4557 4,127 -.01.
493 - .75 .55 ~.20 -.13 .71 .69 ~.02 +.01 .72 .64 ~.08 -.03
" Mean 46 .35 -.09 T .60 .66 " +.06 .55 .56 +.01 "
¢ . i .
non-IGE/WDRSD | E
900 Tl .54 .49 T €05 -.08 62 .13 +.11 +.07 .59 .65 +.06 +.02
902 P2 . .60 .83 +.23 +,22 .58 .78  +.20 +.13 .29 .80 +.21 +.17
901 P2 .58 .77 +.19 .17 .53 .58 +.05 -.06 .55 .64  +.09 +.03
903 Pl .56 .46 -.10 -.12 .60 .70 +.l0 +.04 .%9 .62 +.03 -.01
Mean .57 .6? +.07 .58 .70 +.12 .58 .68 +.10
Tl Mean W46 .29 -.07 .59 .64 +.05 .55 .55 .00
T2 Mean 46 W47 +.01 60 .64 +.04 .56 .59 +.,03
Pl Mean. .50 .65 +.15 . .55 .67 +.12 .54 .66 +.12
P2 Mean , .59 .80 +.21 . .56 .68 +.12 \ .57 .12 4,15
Grand Mean .52 .55 +.03 - .59 .66 +.07 .57 .62 +.05
Standard 14 .20 .OP .07 .08 .09 .
deviation o :

-,
Ad

Table 17

Achievement Results for the Grade 5 Schools

Phonic Analysig--

Silent Letters

Structural Analysis \\

Word Attack Aggfegate
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Table 17 (continued)
. s Map Skills Graph and Table Skills Reference Skills /etﬁgSkills Aggregate
N ) 06 07 i 08 : 14
Resid- . " Resid- Resid- Resid-
School sey Cluster i 8 Change ual "1 8 Change , wual 1 8  Change ual 1 8 Change ual
IGE/WDRSD. .
456- Tl .48 L3¢ 4,11 ~-.02 49 6L +.12°  -.00 .38 .43 +.05 ~.04 .43 .52 +.09 ~.01
C 41 Pl .66 .69 +,03  -.02 ‘.65 .65 .00 -.05 .49 .51 +.02 -.06 . .58 .59 +.01 ~.06
476 T2 .50 .65 +.15 ~+.02 ‘.61 .66 +.05 -.02 .43 .53 +.10 +.02 49,59 +.10, +.01
507 T2 .70 .72 +,02 ~-.01 J6 .78 +.02 +.02 .46 .60  +.14 +.06 ©.60 .68 +.08 +.02
Mean ' R .59 .66 +.07 .63 .68 +.05 .44 .52 +.08 - .53 .60 +.07
"IGE/non-WDRSD . T , . .
372 T1 .50 .54 +.04 ~.09 51 .57 +.06 ° -.05 .34 .35 +.01 ~-.08 .43 46 +.03 ~-.07
410 ) T2 .59 .69 +.10 +.02 . .71 .67 -.04 " -.06 44041 -.03 -.11 54 .55 +.01 -.07
493 - .61 .77 16 +.08 .68 .76 +.06 +,02 .51 .56 +.05 -~.02 .58 .66 +.08- +.01°
Mean T ..57 .67 +.10 .63 .66 +.03 .43 44 +.01 M .52 .56 +.04
non-IGE/WDRSD : . .
900 . T1 .59 .67 +,08 -.00 .68 .71 +.03 -.01 .43 .65  +.22 +.14 .53 .67 +.14  +.06
902 P2 .62 .69 +.07 ~.00 .63 .78  +.15 +.09 .43 .60 +.17 +.09 .53 .67 +.14 +.06
901 P2 43 .63 +.20 +.04 .54 .62  +.08 -.02 230 .44 +.14 +.04 .39 .54 +.15 +.04
903 Pl .59 .66 +.07 ~.01 WS4 71 4017 +,07 .40 .46 +.06 ~.03 .49 .58 +.09 +.00 ,
Mean T .56 .66 +.10° .60 .71 +.11 .39 .54 . +.15 490 62 +.13
Tl Mean .52 .60 +,08 .56 .63 +.07. .38 .48 +.10 46,55 0 +.09
T2 Mean .60 .69 +.,09 .69 .70 +.01 44 .51 +.07 .54 .61 +.07
Pl Mean c.63 .68 +.05 .60 .68 +.08 .45 47 +.02 .54 .59  ¥#.05
P2 Mean .= = .53 .66 +.13 ' .68 .70 +.02 .37 .52 +.15 46 .61 +.15
Grand Mean .57 .66 +.09 " .62 .68  +.08 -~ .2 .50 +.08 .51 .59 +.08
Standard . .08 .06 ; .09 .07 .06 .09 .07 .07
deviation
L . 13%
iy
<
T ///_ & (.
° i ' ' { <
I t . - '
. » ’ o

O
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Table 17 (continued)

& . « .
. Werd Meaning Skills Sentence Meaning Skills Passage Meaning Skills Comprehensivi- Apgregate .
09 10 11 13
Resid- Resid- X Resid- Res{d-
School Cluster 1 B Change. ual 1 8 Change ual 1 8 Change ual 1 8 Jlnarge yal
. = _ T
IGE/WDRSD | )
466 N Tl .59 .59 .00 -.14 77 .74 -.03 -.00 .62 .64  +,02 -.05 .63 .64 +.01 ~.07
451 Pl .68 .75 +.07 =01 .84 .56  -.28 -.16 .65 .70  +.05° -.0L .69 .69 L0 -.04
476 T2 .69 .76 +.07 ~-.G1 .74 .78 +.04° +,03 .65 .68 +.03 -.03'\ .68 .72 +.04  -.01
507 T2 .64 .82 +.18 +.07 .67 .86 +,19 © +.09 .68 .73 +.05 +.00 1. .67 .78 +.11 +,06
Mean .65 .73  +.08 .76 .74 -.02 .65 .69 +.04 .67 .71 4,04
IGE/non-WDRSD
372 Tl .67 .63 ~,04 -.13 .73 .65 -.08 -.10 w0 .54 -.01 ~.10 .62 .59 -.03 -.11
410 T2 58 .69 +.11 -.04 .46 .B6  +.40 +.02 e 7460 +.20 +.11 54,76 +,20 +.07
493 | - “75 .80 +.05 +.02 .86 .86 +.00 +,15 .66 .73  +,07 +,02 72 .77 +.05 +.03
Mean .67 .71 +.04 .68 .79 +.11 .58 .67 +.09 ~63 .70 +.07
non-1GE/WDRSD )
900 Tl .66 .76 *+.10 +.00 .62 .78 +.16 -.01 .63 .68 +.05 ~.01 .64. .72  +.08 +.01
902 P2 .62 .80 +.08 +,06 .80 .86 +.06 +.13 56 .74 +.19 +.09 .62 .78 +.16 +.08
901, - P2 L4777y +.30 +,07 .70 .68 -.02 -.08 .45 .53 +,08 ~-.04 .50 .63 +.13
903 -~ Pl .70 .88 +.18 +.11 .78 .63 -.10 -.06 .62 .70 +.08 +.01 .67 .75 +.10
Mean .61 .80 +.19 .73 .75 +.02 .57 .66 +.09 61,72 +,11
Tl Mean - .64 .66 +.,02 7% .72 +.01 »6J (2  +.02 .63 .65 +.02
T2 Mean .68 .76 +.08 .62 .83 +.21 .62 .72 +.10 . .63 .75 +.12
P1 Mean .69 .82 +.13 .81 .62 -,1° 64,70  +.05 .68 .72 #.04
P2 Mean ° .55 .79 +.24 .75 °.77  +.02 51,64 +.13 .56 .71 +,15
Grand Mean 64 .75 +.11 .72 .76 +.04 .60 .67 +.,07 .63 .71 +.07
Standard .08 .08 .11 .0 .07. .08 .07 .06
deviation | g
S Y .
'''''' =~ S Y R DR
O
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for the other cluster groups and the ldﬁer score invthe pair was above
the high score for other cluster groups ih'five of nine comparisons.
Score ranges for the other three cluster groups overlapped for all three
aggregates. Schools 902 andAQOl which are in P2 are both non-fGE/WDRSD
schools.

School 902 is the primary ;ource of the differences noted in the
preceding two paragraphs; resjduals for that school were consistently
high positive for the aggregate. Schbols 466 and 372, IGE/WDRSD‘and'
IGE/non-WDRSD, both membe;s of cluster group Tl, had consistently
negative residuals and, on both Word Attack and Comprehension, negative -

or low positive ch;;ges. The differences that seem to exist

I

. among groups of schools can be attributed to extreme differences

among specific schools., The an~lysis must be conducted on individual

schools réther_than gidups.,

o
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VII

- Predictive Results / ; ‘

’ B K4 . . ! .
In>this chapter, results for each of the th;é; aggregate objectives |
. i p,
are discussed. The intent was. to relate achisG;ment-to time and means of 5
instruction, emphasizing instructional pattetns that were part;cularly sf—
fective in rdising childrén's achievementé No sush’patterns Eould~beﬂidena**““**_‘“—‘

\

tified. The dlfficulty in identifying effective instructional patterns
suggests “that 1nstruct10n was not wsll targeted; that is, instruction
seems to have beeg‘provided less on the basis of individual instructional
needs than on Ehg basis of skills customarily taught ét grade level.

As noted pteviously,.achievement.was fairly high at time 1; only in
Study Skills at both gradgs‘and in%WOrd Attack at érade 5 were any initial

scores below .50. Standard deviations were small at both times 1 and 8

indicating little overall difference among schools. Average gains from

+time 1 to time 8 were. from .10 to .14 for Grade 2 and from .05 to .08 for

Grade 5.

GRADE 2

Ths contrast between School 476 and School 493 for second-grade in-
struction in Word Attack provides a striking examplé of this effect (see
Table i8). Schooi 476 had the highest score at time 1; all of the read-
ing skill instruction time was allocated to Word Attack; the score at
time 8 was‘above average but the score gaiﬁ was less than average. .School
49.3 had a nearly average score at time 1; about ’two—thitds of the rsading

skill time was allocated to Word Attack; the score at time 8 was the same

as that at.Schobl 476; the score gain at %chool 493‘was half again as

high as the average.

can 140



2y

S TP S T . . .

,( © Table 18

Data Summary for Objective 13, Word Attack, Grade 2

\d

. Allocated Engaged Grouping ! ’ Materials ‘Interactions Achievement
Demog- Use of Use of Est. . ‘ -
School . raphy WDRSD IPM hrs/wk - Hrs. X Hrs. X Indiv. Small Lg. P&P Manip. Print Stud. Tchrb 1 8 Ch. Resid}§
I6E/WDRSD—— . ) . ’ [
466 2 4.50 75.25 4.9 189.3 71 20.72 67 6.39 11.47 12.96 16.25 1.98 -- 1.55 2.57 8.61 .56 .64 +.08 ~.06
451 4 7.25  94.75 2.4 67.4 60 21.49 77 6.98 4.88 .15.98 25.53 1.21 00 4.15 9.17 .56 .71 +.15 +.01
476 5 6.75 71.00 5.0 23.1 100 30.62 74 10.85 00 . 30.81 22.35 W47 1.06 4.29 18.83..67 .78 +.11 -.02
507 [ 6.25 80.75 5.2 188.5 57 33.51 75 18.44 .30 26.24 30.91 .35 5.21 3.87 13.91 .61 .74 +,13 -.01 j
IGE/non-WDRSD ‘ - . * :
372 2 00 72.50 5.7 671.7 64 59.93 56 65.04 11.28 31.18. 80.75 4.8l 16.30 11.70 17.28 .52 .67 +.15 +.00
410 4’ 00 '75.50 2.0 94.5 60 13.69 82 7.91  8.87 00 14.17 .47 3.05 1.17 5.66 .57 .72 +.15 +.01 g
493 . -5 00 56 .00 2.5 217.1 64 25.8) B85 17.22 .31 12.76 23.34 . 00 1.70 1.87 6.67 .57 .78 +.21  +.07
) . . ~ ‘v .
10n-1GE/4%*DRSD
" 900 2 4.25 72,00 2.0 65.3 49 14.37 B85  4.45 1.97 10.49 7.27 2.98 122,76 3.91 % .73 +.12 -.02
902 5 7.75  69.25 4.8 224.5 61 18.35 85 8.65 .40 12.55 10.79 6.04 .45 3,87 8.37 .&% .83 +.18 flos'{
901 6 . 9.25  82.25 3.1 235.9 39 22.19 65 15.49 6.41 12,39 25.97 4.06 5.76 3.16 6.29 b4 .74 +.10 -.03
903 6 4.00 82.50 1.4 86.9 57 13.19 56 9.40 2.29 11.76 19.59 1.72 .06 2.34 6.97. .54 .68 +.14 -.01
fean . 4.2 4.55 75.6 3.5 187.7 62 24.90.. 73 15.53 4.38 16.10 25.17 2.19 3.2 3.80. 9.61 .59 .73 +.1l4
standard 1.8 3.31 9.8 1.6 177.3 15 13.37 11 17.05 4.48 9.51 19.73 2.03 4,70 2.80 4.90 .05 .05 .04
deviation ’ . N
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For Study Skills (Table 19), similar contrasts can be drawn between
Schools 451 and 507 and thoolé.900, 902, and 901. From time 1 to time 8,
the gain at School 451 was nearly double the average; the time 8 score

was .74 as it was at Schoel 901 where more time and a greater proportion

3
2 i

of time had been allocated. The gain at School 507 was well above

average although as at School 451, there was-less-emphasis-on-study —— - o e

R4

skills in the overall réading)ékills program than at Schools 900; 902,vand
901. There is no clear difference in the inétructional patterns at School
507 and at Schools 900, 902, and 901.

For Comprehension Skills (Table 20), achievement at_time 8 was

quite high at all schools and outstanding at School 451. Again, at this

* schogl, 'the emphasis on comprehension skill instruction was no greater

than at most other schools and the instructional pattern did not differ .
from other less effective patterns.
GRADE 5

In all three skill areas, initial achievement was at a moderate

* Ievel with little variation among schools; achievement at time 8 was

not much higher and there still was little variation among schools. .

' Large achievement gains in Word Attack skills (Table 21) occurred

~

at two of the schools that allocated no time to formal skill inmstruction

in Word "Attack, Schools 451 and 902. Only skill instruction and not the

total readiné program was studied in these sdhgols so‘knowledge of the

reasons for the improvement is not available,

In Study Skills (Table 22), above éverage achievement gains were
made at Schools 900, 902, and 901. These gainé wefe not extremely
large and did not lead to impressively high achievement at time 8. No

distinct instructional pattern was observed at these’ three schools.

4 A0



} Table 19
c /l Data Summary for Objective 14, Study Skills, Grade 2
L )
. Allocated Engaged Grouping ) Materials Interactions. Achievement
School Hrs. % Hrs. % Indiv. Small Lg. P&P Manip. Print Stud. Tchr. 1 8 Ch. Res
IGE/WDRSD .
466t 000 e e . 50 .57 +.07° -,
451 12.0 11 . 49 .74 +.25
476 0.0 - i .61 .67 +.06 -
507 58.3 18 18.16 83 12.96 00 - 9.00 13.86 00 00 2,20 6.02 .51 .72 +.21 +,
IGE/nonWDRSD , - I
372 58.8 6 5.53 77 5. 64 1.18 .38 ° .86 .14 1,73 .56 1.39 47 .60 +.13 -,
410 . 5.0 3 - 1.86 76 1.98... .47 00 2.28 ,00 1.03 00 .18 .52 .65 +.13 +,
493 19.1 6 .67 77 .30 00 .57 .42 . 00 W45 00 .37 .45 .56 +.11 -,
"non-IGE/WDRSD . :
900 68,9 S1 11.60 89 4,78 00 8.2 9.15 00 00 a4 7024 .56 .69 +.,13 +
902 146.0 39 6.70 86 S.44 00 2.40 6.05 1.75 00 1.53 2.11 .58 .71 +.13 o+
901 203.4 34 3.93 69 3.41 .15 2.15 5.43 00 .14 ¢ .61 2:57 67 .74 +.07 -
903 0.0 . : 45 .56 +.11 0 -
7 Schools : -
Mean . 79.9 22 6.92 80 4.93 .26 3.25 5.44 .27 .48 .76 2.B4 .54 .67 +.13
Standard 70.7 19 6.11 7 4.04 .44 3.78 . T 4.8BS .65 .67 .82 2.75 07 .07 .04
deviation )
11 Schools 2 .
Mean 42.9 15 .53 .66 +.13
Standard 59.5 18 .07 .07 .06

deviation
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Table 20 - . i .
2 Data Summary for Objective 15, Comprehension, Grade 2
. Allocaged Engaged Grouping . Materials l.ateractions Achievement
School Hrs., .- % Hrs. X Indiv.  Small Lg. P&P Manip. Print Stud, lchr, 1 8 Ch. Resid.
A}
IGE/WDRSD L —. -
466 2 78.0 29 9.85 67 2.30 51 11,98 7.81 7 .26 1.02 5,57 .72 .80 +.08 -,02 \\\
451 32,4 29 5.61 75 2,29 00 5.19 4.92 1.07 00 i.05 2.30 70 .91 +.21  +.08
476 0.0 ' .69 .81 +.12 ~.02
. 507 86.2 26 22.31 71 8.68 00 22.70 17.86 .76 1.75  4.31 10.37 .73 .82 +.,09 +.00
IGE/non-WDRSD : .
372 326.2 31 17.06 73 14,15 4.71  4.70 19.41 .67 5.56 3,01 _ 3.63 .71 .84 +.13 +.,01
410 58.6 37 34.92 77 33.06 12.03 00 40,02 00 29.53  4.08 5753 .78 .84 +.06 +.04
493 103.7 31 5.17 719 4.34 06  2.17 6.34 00 30 .33 .95 .71 .81 +.10° ~-.02
non-IGE/WDRSD
900 0.0 .68 .83 +.15 ~,00
902 0.0 . < .68 .84 +.16 +,01
901 158.0 26 10.28 59 8.79 2.81°°5.83 14.54 .06 2,4% 420 2,19 70 .79 +.09  -,04
903 64.8 43 11.81 72 5.27 ° 1.39 9.8 12.08 1,59 09 0 2.51 5.97 .77 .77 +.00 ~-.,04
- 8 Schools .
Mean 113.5 32 14.63 72 9.86 2.69 7.80 15.37 .61 4,98 2.09 4.56 .73 .82 +.10
Standard 93.6 ,6 9.98 6 10.18 4,13 7.14  11.27 .57 10.10 1.60 2.98 .03 .04 .06 -
deviation ’
3 [
11 Schools ~ .
Mean 82.5 23 .72 .82
Standard 94.5 15 . . 047 .04
deviation - ’
N 7
f .
Vo«
- ) _
S -

O
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. Table 21 ' ' S .
- * ' 1
Data Summary for Objective 13, Word Attack, Grade 5 :
. Allocated Engaged " Grouping . Materials Interagtions C Achievement
‘ Demog- Use of Use of Est. e — -
ichool * raphy WDRSD IPM  hrs/uk Hrs. 2 Hrs. % Indiv. Small Lg. P&P Manip. Print Stud. Tchr. 1 8 Ch. I
.GE /WDRSD . ] .
466 2 4.50 75.25 2,4 40.5 43 9,48 76 5,09 .51 6.92  10.57 .00 b2 .85 3.18 .59 .55 -.04
451 4 7.25  94.75 .8 0 . . - : 48 .70 +,22
476 5 6.75 71.00 5.3 . .8 00 .61 87 .27 00 .43 .52 .00 00 .16 .21 .61 .59 =-.02
507 6- 6.25 80.75 4.9 0 . .61 .60 ~-.01

.GE/non-WDRSD ) ’ ~ :

0372 2 0.00 72.50 3.7 162.4 28 23,95 86 .21.38 1.52 5.02 25.96 .00 9.11 96 4.72 .47 W46 =01
410 4 0.00 75.50 4.0 .99.9 - 30 3.55 95 1.77 1.95 00 3.67 .00 -~ 2.80 ..8 .91 .45 .57 +.12
493 5 0.00 56.00 2.3 55.9 23 1.17 95 00 . 00 1.23 1.16 .00 ° 00 .30 .82 .72 .64 ,-.08

. . : . <
ion-IGE/WDRSD /_/ ! _ _

900 2 4,25 /772.00 2.4 0 2.84 66 1.13 .09 3.10 1.93 .00 1.00 .54 1.38 .59 .63 +.06
902. 5 7.75/ 69.25 2.6 0 .07 100 00 00 .07 .07 .00 00 00 00 .59 /80 +.21
901 6 9.25 82.25 2,6 70.2 14 3,15 73 2.66 .10 1.57 2,95 - .00 .59 .35 .58 .55 .64 +.09

\903 6 4.00 82.50 1.5 4.0 3 ) : . ’ .59 62 +.03

} Schools .%3 ' ® ‘ ) “. oo . . '
Mean ) 3.9;; . 4.06 .71.72 3.2 53.7 17 5,60+85 4.04 .52 2.28 5.85 .00 | 1.74 .50 1.48 .57 .61 +.04
Standard - 1.6 3.73 7.48 1.1 57.3 16 7.97 12 7.21 .78 2.50 8.78 .00 3.12 .36 1.64 .08 .10 .10

deviation -, ’

1 Schools 3 )

Mean 4.2 4,55 75.61 3.0 39.4 13 : . . . .57 .62 +,05
Standard 1.8 3.31 9.76 1.4 53.8 16 : e .08 .09 .10
deviation : : ’ :
- - 2 '
' 145 ‘
] L19 .
3
.. ) N
v . S
. . : L JEEEN
’ . 1 ’ - -
O
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Data Summary for
Alloca;ed Engaged ' Groupi&h Hacerialé\L Interactions Achievement
School Hrs. z Hrs, " % Inaiv,_ Small Lg. P&P Haﬂip. P;!et Stud. Tchr. 1 8 Ch.  Resid.
—IGE/WDRSD—— : .- . e ’
466 L1402 15 1.70 85 .32 .05 1.62  1.93 00 . 0Q .90 43 .52 4,09 -.01
451 54.7 61 17.31 74 13.56 1.11 8.61 20.07 1.23 4,26 4.60 .58 .59 +.01 -.05
476 - 78.3 45 16,13 37 6.97 .66 11.01 12.91 00 5.73 9.67 49 .59 4,10 +,01

507 ) 130.1 - 51 24.20 78 21.17 1.89° 8.49 27.31 4.56 17.10 6.85 .60 .68 +.08 +.01

76 .43 .46 +.03  -.01

IGE/non-WDRSD ; . ) )
372 “ 64.6 léﬁf 8.65 87 9.02 .24 .70 9.78 00 6.56
8 2.94 .54 .55 +.01 -.06

410 94.3 8.07 88 4.61 2,06 2,51 7.88 00 . 5.52

493 ’ 73.6 30 5.70 79 3.11 .29 3.78 6.75 00 1.07 "1.28 .58 .66 f.OS +.01
non~-IGE/WDRSD * ’ .
900 130.1 " 'S51 24.54 71 19.06° o .47 14.95 29.11 3.12 4,71 1.77 9.78 .53 .67 +.14 +.06
902 . 18.8 47 12.89 81 9.00 00 6.86 12.77 .72 1.91 2.98 4.93 . .53 .67 +.14 +.06
01 190.8 39 24.95 76 14.68 3.16 14.98 21.55 1.53 13.89 3.13 " 7.95 .39 .54 +.15 +.04
03 73.6 30 5.70 79. 3.11 .29 3.78 6.75 00 1.07 1.16 1.28 .58 .66 +.08 +.01
Mean . 83.9 37 13.62 80 9.51 .93 7.03 14.23 1.01 5362 1.61 4.63 .51 .59 +.08
Standard 51.4 16 8.38 6 6.84 . 1.02 ?.07 8.99 1.54 5.39 1.10 3.50 07 .07 .05

- deviation

1,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



120

In Comprehension (Table 23) the achievement gain was dramatic at
'School 410 and large at Schools ‘507, 902,” and 90L. Ab-School 410, the-

total reading period was logged and observed; ﬁerhaps the small groups

’

‘'were a particularly effective mechanism for improving comprehension skills

at that school. Because only skills instruction was observed at other \

schools, where no instructional pattern emerged, we cannot draw any -

- ¥ . B 'y

conclusions about the effectiveness of the basal reading groups in -

increasing achievement on specific comprehension skills,




,
L

Table 23 : .

, - K .
. . - oo
 Data Summary for Objective 15, Comprehension, Grade 5
»
Allocated Engage(dv Grouping ’ Materials Interac‘tions Achievement
School ’ Hrs.. X Hrs. X 'Indiv. Small Lg. P&P Manip. Print Stud. Tchr. 51 8 Ch. Resid.
P : ] L
' , IGE/WDRSD { _ ' .

. 466 B 39.0 42 10.37 72 6.39 1.60 '6.47 0.97° 1,52 .35 1,19 2.96, 63 .64 +.01 "-.06°
451 36,6 39 17.14 ¥5 10.47 00 12,26 21.13 .05 3.20 1.19 6.94 69 .69 .00 -.04
476 94.0 54 14,18 91 4,34 2.45 8.846 10.26 00 - 4,66 .81  8.36 .68 .72 +.046 +.00
507 123.8 49 18.82 80 20.56 16 2,84 21,56 .08 16.56" 1.85 4.95 .67 .78 +.11  +.05

IGE/non-WDRSD L /” ? ht
372 361.9 61 36.05 79 38.13 1.23  6.36 41.26 00 26,38 .4? 5.36 .62 .59 ~,03 =-.11
410 142.9 42 34.59 94 23.23 -12.93 b4 29,97 00 14.16 5.6 7.65 WS4 .76 +.20 C +.06
493 116.5 47 12.62 82 6.98 .20 8,26 13.00 00 2,95 1.59 4.04 72,77 +,05  +,02

non-1GE/WDRSD . . .

. 900 123.8 49 1.92 64 . 00 00 3.00 .96 00 00 .28% 1.06 .64 N 72 +.08  +.00
902 216.0 53 14.76 88 6.69 1.58 8.52 8.61 .3.42 3.79  2.35 6.70 627,78 +,16 +.07
901 226.0 46 18,00 82 12.03 o 2:37 7,44 16,43 00 9.67 2,80 5.06 .50 .63 +.13 -.02.§
903 117.7 97 30.42 74 18.43 4,79 17.91 29.55 3.00 4,46  6.28 11.10 W67 .75 +.08 +.02
.o o ) .
Mean .. 145.1 53 18,99 80 13.39 2,48 7.49 18.52 .73 7.83 2,22 5.83 .63 .71 -+.08 .
‘. Standard ) 93.3 16 10.57 9 10.92 3.75 4.78 11.63 1.31 8.15 2,00 2.74 .07 .06 .07 \
deviation . : \
o \‘
. 3

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



VIII

Summary

The data presented in this report are from one of five studies conducted
as a part of Phase IV of the IGE Evaluation Study. The four primary-purposqg

of”fhg Phase IV Evaluation Project (page 8) reflect ‘our attempt to describe \\\

in consﬁderéble detail the actual operatimg characteristics of a sample gf
schools that were using the curriculum materials designed to pe compatible
with IGE.'.This comparagive study was designed to‘prévide informatibn related.
to the fourth purpose which was, for the reading program Wisconsin Design

. . )
for Reading Skill Development (WDRSD), to contrast two situations:

--IGE schools using the.prograﬂ with non-IGE schools using the

program L
\ M ’ -

--IGE scbqbls using the program with IGE schools using alternate
\ . -
\

\ programs‘;

The contrast was made on the variables of pupil outcomes, instructional
! : . \

time, and means of instruction., From this contrast, we expected to be ¢

able to .answer three spécific questions.

14
3

1. What are the effects on reading instructiﬁq of using theVWDRSD'
reading program in an IGﬁ andia no@-iGE school envifonment? ;ﬂ
2. What are the effectd on reading instruction of using WDRSD and
¢ : using other reading programs in tﬁe IGE schodl environment?
3. wbét are the relatiqpsﬂips.among_the variablés prééented in

the Phase IV model? (See Figure 2, page 13.) ) _ S

+

s
1

- ' : l
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- about readingAinstruction. At second grade, although thére is considerable

124

ol . . - Al

General Findinggl
Before we attempt to summarize the findings with' respect to the specific

questidhs above, an overall picturé of reading instruction, both at q}ade 2,

and Grade 5 in/é%is sample of schools, is warranted. The data presented“in

N . .

the previous chapters in some sense_describe Zipquite different instructional

—wsettings»(fi;échooLs;MtwomgradeS*atJeaéhwsch001). It-appears that  each of the ——

22 learning environments is uhique. The demogfaphy)of,ghe schodl, the way in
. . ‘ . . ,
which it 1is organized, the degpee of .implementation of various components of

IGE, the way in which time is used in classrooms, the way in which ihstruction

is actually carried but,zadq the level of achievement on diﬁferent objectives

bresent an interesting descriptive picture about each learning environment .

However, there is little common from situation to situation. For example,

using the background variables, we were able to form four clusters of

schools—-thrée'pairs of s¢hools and a triplet; there'were also twb isoladte
cases. waever, when wt looked at hOw‘tim%mwas actually allocated and spent
on various objectives in reading and the way in which instruction was carried

-

‘out, the clusters did not demonstrate a consistent pattern related to’
. ] ' ~

" instruction. Thus, the first conclusion of the study is that there is

. - N : : .
no obvious pattern by which the,different learning environments at each
. B X . , y

grade level can be aﬁéropriately grouped j-one cannot confidently argue that

. t
any two classrooms (or units) opérated in ‘the same.way.

In spite of this first conclusion, some, general statements can be made

tj_variation-in.améunt of zllocated time to different objegtivés, it is clear

‘that:éll schools emphasize woxk on word Attack.skills since it comprises

’




,,«Fﬂh el
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the largest percentage of allocated, time in 10 of the classrooms. Most
of the remaining time is distributed somewhat unevenly over study skills
and comp~~br~sion skills. However, at Grade 5, there is little consistent

emphasis on any objectives. In fact, at both grades, while a lot of time
! . - )

"is allocated to reading instruction, what is actually taught, time spent

on specific objectives, differs vastly in each ciass. This might be

apprdﬁriate if‘thq diff?ring emphasis reflected the needs of stﬁdents which

in turn wogld be réflecﬁed~in~improved pe;fggganée, Unfortunately, the data

fail to support this conjecture.. In all classes, a lot of time was allocated
13 : .

to specific skills with little apparent gain in performance. Part of the

1aékyof gain is due to the fact that achievement at time 1 on most objec-

. tivesswas fairly Qigh. Part is due to items for a general objective which’

were not. necessarily relatéd to all the subskills;.time possibly was spent
on uﬁtegted subskills. However, a more persuasive conjecture seems to be
that teachners chosé to base reading instruction in their classes on what
they customarily c;vcredhat each gfade level rather than on individual

needs, and what they customarily covered was idiosyncratic.

-

Specffic Findings

Besea;gh Question 1. What are the effects on féading instruction of
using ﬁhe WDRSD rgading program in an IGE setting and a non-IGE school
setting?

Whether é‘school calls iﬁself IGE or not is not an important Variable;
the label diffg;ence'is not a gooqd indicator of operating-differences in

the =chools. The instructional progféﬁming modgl is the kéy here., It is

151
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s
what good teachers foll»w anyway. This study is not a good test of use
of the instructional programming model.

Research Question 2. What are the effects on reading instruction of

using WDRSD and using sther reading programs in the IGE school environment?

* At Grade 2, the non-WDRSD users did not allocate much time to study

skills. The differences on study skill performance between WDRSD and non-

WDRSD groups favor the use of that component of WDRSD. Similar differences

at Grade 5 were nct founl.. Thus, our second conclusion is that the dif-
ferences between useris ad non-users of WDRSD are not generally apparent.

Research Question 3. What are the relationszhips between the variables

gresented in the model for the evaluation?

The overall relationship as proposed in the model cannot be statistically

examined in the study. Many of the variables are highly correlated 2nd the °
i

sample is very small. It was hoped that an overall pattern could~be seen

with respect to the variahles; this is not thevcase. A lower limit

on allecated time is needed *o incgease achievement in any area, bGt the'

relationship of allocated time to performance is not linear. For‘ekample,

P

at Grade 2, the variability in allocated time to word attack skills is not
X ,

veiated to achievement since all spend a lot of time. In fact, some schools,

are probably spending too mich time for the relative pay off.

Limitations ‘ N
Before concluding this chapter, let us remind the reader of four basic
limitations of this study. First, these data come from a small sample of
R .

schools. No claim can be made that they are representative either of WDRSD

users or of IGE schools. Secdnd, the variables examined in this study are

the variables of interest in the IGE model. The data associated with these

Ml

1!

i-

o~

¥

e
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variables are highly correlated. For example, allocated time is highly

correlated with engaged time. Analysis on small sets of related data could )';
not be done with meaning and haé not been attempted; the relationships

~
-~

discussed above must bé- considered suspect. Third, there are four diiferent
sets of data on these classrooms. The background data were provided by
teachers and administrators.from self-report questionnaires. These data

provide information about school-wide patterns. The class log data were
provided by teachers on how time was spent for ;ne group of children in
their classrooms; observations in those classrdoms yeré often on different
sets of students as regrouping took place. These two data sets provide
different estimates‘of'class variables. The achievement data came from
all students, providing information about the total population. The
appropriafeness of the sources for pre&icting what the group 1s like

has not been demonstpaged. Finally, although our intent was to describe

means of instruction related toc reading skill development, all time spent

on reading activities should have been coded in every school.

Conclusions ¢
On reflection, it is an-cIear that selecting schools because they
- éall themselves "IGE schqols" or JWDRSD users' is nﬁt-adequatelfor testing
either the use of tﬁe instructional programming model, tﬁe key feature gf
IGE, or théﬁuse of the particular instructional materials, Wisconsin
Design for Reading Skill Devélopment. For both, a school's use of the '
label is no guarantee that the ideas associated‘with either the'instructional

programming modei or WDRSD are being followed. “In fact, what'seems to be the
- \\

) BN

case is that the underlying conceptual ideas whicHVguided the developers of /7

Q ; ; : 153 )
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IGE or WDRSD are not clearly reflected in the way in which instruction is

carried out. This conclusion may be an artifact of the sample chosen or

it may be more pervasive. 1In fact, it may be unreasonable to expeét people
to change as much as wﬁs expected in an IGE/WDRSD setting. For ex;mple,
the teacher using WDRSD materials without testing o£ small
groups is hardly usiug the program. Or, an IGE échool in which teachers
do not regroup students periodically according to need doés not providev
a good test of the instfuctional programming modelg

It should be apparent that we have not reported all of the data
gathered in this study.i It'would have been better to gather less data
from more schools. Whaf we have is an extensive description of 22 different
learning environments, not one of which reflects in a clear way the ideas
underlying IGE or WDRSD. In fact, the strongest claim that can be made
is that each class bas its own characteristics. vThis diversity is not a
function of the type of community, of the way in whi:zh Instruction is
carried out, of whether a school calls itself IGE, or whethérwthay use
a partiéular;reading program.

What can be said in conclusion jic that one needs to spend a minimum

~amount of time on an objective to produce achievement; and that time

should be allocated to skills where there is a need.

jmt
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